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Board Meeting 

Tuesday, March 15, 2005 9:30 am 
Wednesday, March 16, 2005 9:30 am 

Joe Serna Jr., CalEPA Building 
Coastal Hearing Room 
1001 I Street, 2nd Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

AGENDA: 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

II. ROLL CALL AND DECLARATION OF QUORUM 

• Pledge Of Allegiance 

III. OPENING REMARKS 

IV. REPORTS AND PRESENTATIONS 

V. PUBLIC COMMENT 

VI. CONSENT AGENDA 

VII. CONTINUED BUSINESS AGENDA ITEMS 

VIII. NEW BUSINESS AGENDA ITEMS 

Special Waste 

1. Consideration Of Augmentation And Extension Of Contract For The Northern California 
Rubberized Asphalt Concrete Technology Center (Tire Recycling Management Fund, FY 
2004/2005) -- (Committee Item B) 

2. Consideration Of The Grant Awards For The Senate Bill 1346 Rubberized Asphalt 
Concrete Grant Program For FY 2004/2005 -- (Committee Item C) 
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IV. REPORTS AND PRESENTATIONS 
 
V. PUBLIC COMMENT 
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VIII. NEW BUSINESS AGENDA ITEMS 
 

Special Waste 
 

1. Consideration Of Augmentation And Extension Of Contract For The Northern California 
Rubberized Asphalt Concrete Technology Center (Tire Recycling Management Fund, FY 
2004/2005) -- (Committee Item B) 

 
2. Consideration Of The Grant Awards For The Senate Bill 1346 Rubberized Asphalt 

Concrete Grant Program For FY 2004/2005 -- (Committee Item C) 



3.  Special Presentation From The Rubber Manufacturers Association On New Technologies 
And Trends (Oral Presentation) -- (Committee Item D) 

4.  Consideration of Rubberized Asphalt Concrete and Civil Engineering Product Marketing 
Concept and Scope of Work (Waste Tire Recycling Management Fund/Multi-Year 
Funding) -- (Committee Item E) 

Sustainability And Market Development 

5.  Discussion Of Survey Regarding Barriers To Construction And Demolition Debris 
Reuse And Recycling -- (Committee Item B) 

6.  Consideration Of The Amended Nondisposal Facility Element For The City Of Los 
Angeles, Los Angeles County -- (Committee Item C) 

7.  Consideration Of An Amendment To The Los Angeles Area Integrated Waste 
Management Authority To Add The City of Hermosa Beach As A Member To The 
Regional Agency Agreement (LARA) -- (Committee Item D) 

8.  Consideration Of The Application For A SB1066 Time Extension By The City Of 
Madera, Madera County -- (Committee Item E) 

9.  Consideration Of The Application For A SB1066 Time Extension By The City Of 
Stockton, San Joaquin County -- (Committee Item F) 

10.  Consideration Of The Application For A SB1066 Time Extension By The City Of Chino, 
San Bernardino County -- (Committee Item G) 

11.  Consideration Of A Second SB1066 Time Extension Application By The Following 
Jurisdictions: City Of Ontario, San Bernardino County; And City of Santee, San Diego 
County -- (Committee Item H) 

12.  Consideration Of A Second SB1066 Application By The City of Kerman, Fresno County 
-- (Committee Item I) 

13.  Consideration Of The Petition For Sludge Diversion Credit And Consideration Of A 
Request To Change The Base Year To 2003 For The Previously Approved Source 
Reduction And Recycling Element For The City Of Fairfield, Solano County -- 
(Committee Item J) 

14.  Consideration Of A Request To Change The Base Year To 2000 For The Previously 
Approved Source Reduction And Recycling Element For The City Of Half Moon Bay, 
San Mateo County -- (Committee Item K) 

15.  Consideration Of The Amended Nondisposal Facility Element For The Town Of Portola 
Valley, San Mateo County -- (Committee Item L) 
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15. Consideration Of The Amended Nondisposal Facility Element For The Town Of Portola 

Valley, San Mateo County -- (Committee Item L) 
 



16. Consideration Of The Amended Nondisposal Facility Element For The City Of Fremont, 
Alameda County -- (Committee Item M) 

17. Consideration Of The Five-Year Review Report Of The Countywide Integrated Waste 
Management Plan For the County Of Alameda -- (Committee Item N) 

18. Consideration Of A Request To Change The Base Year To 2000 For The Previously 
Approved Source Reduction And Recycling Element For The City Of Orange, Orange 
County -- (Committee Item 0) 

19. Consideration Of The Recycling Market Development Revolving Loan Program 
Application For Arboricultural Specialties, Inc. -- (Committee Item Q) 

20. Consideration Of Application To Renew The Chico Recycling Market Development 
Zone Designation -- (Committee Item R) 

21. Item Deleted. 

22. Discussion And Consideration Of Conversion Technology Report To The Legislature 
Note: This Item will be heard at the Tuesday, March 15, 2005. 

Permitting And Enforcement 

23. Consideration Of Grant Agreement Time Extensions For The Solid Waste Disposal And 
Codisposal Site Cleanup Program For Merced County, Orange County, And City Of 
Vallejo -- (Committee Item B) 

24. Consideration Of A Revised Full Solid Waste Facilities Permit (Disposal Facility And 
Compostable Materials Handling Facility) For The Shaffer-Wasco Sanitary Landfill, 
Kern County -- (Committee Item C) 

25. Consideration Of A New Full Solid Waste Facilities Permit (Compostable Materials 
Handling Facility) For The Engel & Gray Regional Composting Facility, Santa Barbara 
County -- (Committee Item D) 

26. Consideration Of A Revised Full Solid Waste Facilities Permit (Disposal Facility) For 
The City Of Lompoc-Sanitary Landfill, Santa Barbara County -- (Committee Item E) 

27. Consideration Of A Revised Full Solid Waste Facilities Permit (Transfer/Processing 
Station) For The Elder Creek Transfer Station, Sacramento County -- (Committee Item F) 

28. Consideration Of A Revised Full Solid Waste Facilities Permit (Disposal Facility) For 
The Crazy Horse Sanitary Landfill, Monterey County -- (Committee Item G) 

29. Consideration Of A New Full Solid Waste Facilities Permit (Transfer/Processing Station) 
For The California Waste Solutions Material Recovery Facility, Santa Clara County --
(Committee Item H) 
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Compostable Materials Handling Facility) For The Shafter-Wasco Sanitary Landfill, 
Kern County -- (Committee Item C) 
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Handling Facility) For The Engel & Gray Regional Composting Facility, Santa Barbara 
County -- (Committee Item D) 

 
26. Consideration Of A Revised Full Solid Waste Facilities Permit (Disposal Facility) For 

The City Of Lompoc-Sanitary Landfill, Santa Barbara County -- (Committee Item E) 
 

27. Consideration Of A Revised Full Solid Waste Facilities Permit (Transfer/Processing 
Station) For The Elder Creek Transfer Station, Sacramento County -- (Committee Item F) 

 
28. Consideration Of A Revised Full Solid Waste Facilities Permit (Disposal Facility) For 

The Crazy Horse Sanitary Landfill, Monterey County -- (Committee Item G) 
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For The California Waste Solutions Material Recovery Facility, Santa Clara County -- 
(Committee Item H) 

 



30. Presentation And Discussion Of The Closed, Illegal, And Abandoned Site Program And 
Bisso Brothers Site Case History (Sonoma County) -- (Committee Item I) 

31. Discussion Of Local Enforcement Agency Evaluations Through December 31, 2004 -- 
(Committee Item J) 

32. Discussion And Request For Rulemaking Direction To Notice Revisions To The 
Proposed Regulations For Long-Term Gas Violation For An Additional 15-Day 
Comment Period And Request For Direction On Whether To Initiate Separate 
Rulemaking To Include Additional Amendments To The Existing State Minimum 
Standards For Gas Monitoring And Control At Active Sites -- (Committee Item K) 

Other 

33. PULLED Gonsider-atien-Of-Updated-List-Of-DelegatiensAdditienal-DelegationsAmd3  
Process For Streamlined Staff Consent Agenda Items 

IX. BOARD MEMBERS COMMENT 

X. ADJOURNMENT 

NOTES: 
• Agenda items may be taken out of order. 
• The official California Integrated Waste Management Board agenda's are available via the Internet at: 

www.ciwmb.ca.gov/agendas/  
• Persons interested in addressing the Board on any agenda item must fill out a speaker request form and present it to the Board 

Secretary prior to Board consideration of the item. The Board may limit the time for individual public testimony. 
• Items may be placed on the consent agenda. The Board will approve these items all at once without discussion. Therefore, i f a 

Board Member or a member of the public wishes to speak to an item on the consent calendar, they must make their request that the 
item be removed from the consent agenda before the Board considers it. 

• If written comments are submitted, 20 two-sided copies must be provided in advance of the Board meeting with the following 
information on the first page of the document: date, addressee, board meeting, agenda item number, and name of person submitting 
the document. 

• Any information mailed with this agenda is disseminated as a public service only, and is intended to reduce the volume and costs of 
separate mailings. This information does not necessarily reflect the opinions, views, or policies of the Board. 

• To request special accommodations for those persons with disabilities, or to veri if an item will be heard, or would like copies of 
the agenda items, please contact the Board's Administrative Assistant at (916) 341-6550 or  brdmeet@ciwmb.ca.gov  

Notice: The Board may hold a closed session to discuss the following: confidential tax returns, trade secrets, or other confidential or 
proprietary information of which public disclosure is prohibited by law; the appointment or employment of a public employee; 
or litigation under authority of Government Code Sections 11126 (a)(1), (c)(3), (15), and (e), respectively. 
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California Integrated Waste Management Board 
Board Meeting 

March 15-16, 2005 

AGENDA ITEM 1 
ITEM 
Consideration Of Augmentation And Extension Of Contract For The Northern California Rubberized 
Asphalt Concrete Technology Center (Tire Recycling Management Fund, FY 2004/2005) 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
In January 2002 the California Integrated Waste Management Board (Board) entered into 
a contract, IWM-00132, with Sacramento County to operate the Northern California 
Rubberized Asphalt Concrete Technology Center (Northern Tech Center). The current 
contract was funded in the amount of $225,000 for FYs 2001/2002-2002/2003 for a total 
contract amount of $450,000. The current contract will expire on May 15, 2005. The 
spending authority for the funds currently in the contract will expire on June 30, 2005. 
This item proposes an augmentation of the contract of $100,000 and an extension of the 
contract until May 2007. Approval of this item will ensure that the Northern Tech Center 
can continue to provide uninterrupted service to the Board. 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
The Board allocated $320,000 in FY 1999/2000, and entered into agreement IWM-C9035 
with Sacramento County, in January 2000 to perform the activities of the Northern Tech 
Center. The Board allocated $225,000 in FYs 2001/2002-2002/2003, and entered into a 
second agreement (IWM-00132) to continue the activities. 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
1. Approve the augmentation and extension of the Northern Tech Center contract by 

adopting Resolution Number 2005-80; or 
2. Approve the augmentation and extension of the contract with specific changes; or 
3. Take no action at this time and refer the item back to staff. 

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Board approve Option 1 and adopt Resolution 2005-80. 

V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 

The contract for the Northern Tech Center grew from acknowledgement by the Board 
that local governments represent the largest users of rubberized asphalt concrete 
(RAC) and also the largest market growth segment for RAC. Recognizing that two of 
the biggest remaining barriers to the use of RAC by local governments were lack of 
knowledge of RAC in general, and proper construction procedures in particular, the 
Board developed the concept of the Tech Centers to address these barriers. The 
contract for the Northern Tech Center provides for training programs and consultation 
services to local governments, a staffed technical assistance center, educational and 
informational materials, an Internet Web Site for disseminating RAC information and 
reference materials, and investigation of new issues that may arise during the term of 
the contract. 
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March 15-16, 2005 

The role of the Northern Tech Center will be focused more in the area of technology 
exchange and technical assistance, while the state-wide market development efforts 
will be assumed by the Board. This is consistent with the evaluation report that was 
completed by Sjoberg and Evashenk in March 2004. 

The augmentation of $100,000 and extension of the contract until May 2007 will 
allow the Northern Tech Center to continue to provide uninterrupted service to the 
Board. The current contract will expire on May 15, 2005. Spending authority for the 
funds currently in the contract will expire on June 30, 2005. 

B. Environmental Issues 
Promoting the use of RAC should increase the use of RAC and thereby increase the 
use of crumb rubber, which should reduce the number of tires that are illegally 
dumped and ultimately reduce the need for landfilling of waste tires. 

C. Program/Long Term Impacts 
Absorbing the duties of the RAC program by the Board will increase staffs workload 
and could possibly require additional staffing. 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any stakeholder impacts related 
to this item. 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
As part of the Market Development component of the Five-Year Plan, the Board 
approved $500,000 for Civil Engineering Uses for FY 2004/2005 from the Tire 
Recycling Management Fund. The amount proposed for this item is $100,000 from 
Civil Engineering Uses. 

F. Legal Issues 
The Board is authorized to take this action pursuant to Public Resources Code 
§ 42800, et seq. 

G. Environmental Justice 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any environmental justice issues 
related to this item. 

H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
Goal 1: Increase participation in resource conservation, integrated waste 
management, waste prevention, and product stewardship to reduce waste and create a 
sustainable infrastructure. 

Objective 1: Promote environmentally sound and financially viable waste 
prevention and materials management practices among all actors in the life cycle 
of products and services. 

VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
The Five-Year Plan allocates $500,000 for Civil Engineering Uses for FY 2004/2005. At 
its February 2005 meeting the Board applied $400,000 from the Civil Engineering Uses 
allocation to fund Civil Engineering and RAC initiatives leaving $100,000 to fund this 
item. The FY 2004/05 funds must be encumbered no later than June 30, 2005. 
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1. Fund 2. Amount 3. Amount to 4. Amount 5. Line Item 
Source Available Fund Item Remaining 

Tire Recycling $ 100,000 $ 100,000 $ 0 Consulting & 
Management Professional 
Fund Services 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1. Resolution Number 2005-80 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A.  Program Staff: Nate Gauff Phone: (916) 341-6686 
B.  Legal Staff: Holly Armstrong Phone: (916) 341-6060 
C.  Administration Staff: Carol Baker Phone: (916) 341-6105 

IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION 
A.  Support 

Staff had not received 
publication. 

any written support at the time this item was submitted for 

B.  Opposition 
Staff had not received 
publication. 

any written opposition at the time this item was submitted for 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-80 

Consideration Of Augmentation And Extension Of Contract For The Northern California Rubberized 
Asphalt Concrete Technology Center (Tire Recycling Management Fund, FY 2004/2005) 

WHEREAS, the State of California generates more than 34 million waste tires annually and in excess of 25 
million of these are diverted from stockpiling or disposal in landfills; and 

WHEREAS, the Public Resources Code Sections 42800 et seq. established the waste tire program for the 
State of California and assigns responsibility to the California Integrated Waste Management Board (Board); 
and 

WHEREAS, Senate Bill (SB) 876 (Escutia, Statutes 2000, Chapter 838) is a comprehensive measure that 
extended and expanded California's regulatory program related to the management of waste and used tires; 
and 

WHEREAS, SB 876 required the submittal to the Legislature of a comprehensive five-year plan for the 
management of waste tires in California; and 

WHEREAS, the Board approved the report Five-Year Plan for the Waste Tire Recycling Management 
Program, 2"1  Edition Covering Fiscal Years 2003/04-2007/08, in which five hundred thousand dollars 
($500,000) was allocated in FY 2004/2005 for Civil Engineering Uses; and 

WHEREAS, the Board applied four hundred thousand dollars ($400,000) to Civil Engineering and 
Rubberized Asphalt Concrete initiatives at its February 2005 meeting, leaving one hundred thousand dollars 
($100,000) available to fund further Civil Engineering Uses; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board continue Contract No. IWM-00132 with 
Sacramento County to operate the Northern California Rubberized Asphalt Concrete Technology Center 
until May 2007; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board augment Contract No. IWM-00132 with Sacramento 
County by $100,000. 

CERTIFICATION 
The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly 
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 

Dated: 

Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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Consideration Of Augmentation And Extension Of Contract For The Northern California Rubberized 
Asphalt Concrete Technology Center (Tire Recycling Management Fund, FY 2004/2005) 
 
WHEREAS, the State of California generates more than 34 million waste tires annually and in excess of 25 
million of these are diverted from stockpiling or disposal in landfills; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Public Resources Code Sections 42800 et seq. established the waste tire program for the 
State of California and assigns responsibility to the California Integrated Waste Management Board (Board); 
and 
 
WHEREAS, Senate Bill (SB) 876 (Escutia, Statutes 2000, Chapter 838) is a comprehensive measure that 
extended and expanded California’s regulatory program related to the management of waste and used tires; 
and 
 
WHEREAS, SB 876 required the submittal to the Legislature of a comprehensive five-year plan for the 
management of waste tires in California; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Board approved the report Five-Year Plan for the Waste Tire Recycling Management 
Program, 2nd Edition Covering Fiscal Years 2003/04-2007/08, in which five hundred thousand dollars 
($500,000) was allocated in FY 2004/2005 for Civil Engineering Uses; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Board applied four hundred thousand dollars ($400,000) to Civil Engineering and 
Rubberized Asphalt Concrete initiatives at its February 2005 meeting, leaving one hundred thousand dollars 
($100,000) available to fund further Civil Engineering Uses; 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board continue Contract No. IWM-C0132 with 
Sacramento County to operate the Northern California Rubberized Asphalt Concrete Technology Center 
until May 2007; 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board augment Contract No. IWM-C0132 with Sacramento 
County by $100,000. 
 

CERTIFICATION 
The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly 
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 
 
Dated:   
 
 
 
Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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AGENDA ITEM 2 
ITEM 
Consideration Of The Grant Awards For The Senate Bill 1346 Rubberized Asphalt Concrete 
Grant Program For FY 2004/2005 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
In accordance with the California Integrated Waste Management Board's (Board) grant 
award process, staff is presenting its recommendations to award Senate Bill (SB) 1346 
Rubberized Asphalt Concrete (RAC) Grants for Fiscal Year (FY) 2004/2005. 

Staff received 69 complete and eligible applications and is recommending that the Board 
approve the ranking of applicants and award funds totaling $1,255,652.50. Staff is also 
requesting approval to enter into Grant Agreements with these applicants in order of 
ranking. Funding from FY 2004/2005 for this grant offering must be encumbered by 
June 30, 2005. 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
SB 1346 (Kuehl, Statutes of 2002, Chapter 671) authorizes the Board to implement a 
program to award grants to cities, counties, districts, and other local government agencies 
for the funding of public works projects that use RAC. 

At its May 2003 meeting, the Board adopted the Five-Year Plan for Waste Tire Recycling 
Management Program — 2nd  Edition Covering Fiscal Years 2003/2004 — 2007/2008 
(Five-Year Plan). To implement the SB 1346 grant program, the Five-Year Plan 
allocates one million two hundred thousand dollars ($1,200,000) in FY 2004/2005. The 
Board approved the eligibility criteria, evaluation process, and priority ranking categories 
at its September 2003 meeting. 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
The Board may decide to: 
1. Approve the proposed awards and adopt Resolution Number 2005-81 to award 70 

(one grant is split between both lists) grants as follows: 
a. Direct staff to enter into Grant Agreements with applicants for the SB 1346 

Rubberized Asphalt Concrete Grants for FY 2004/2005 in List A in order of 
ranking; and 

b. Direct staff to enter into Grant Agreements with the remaining applicants in List 
B upon availability of other FY 2004/2005 or FY 2005/2006 funds; or 

2. Disapprove the proposed awards and direct staff as to further action. 

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends the Board adopt Option 1 and adopt Resolution Number 2005-81. 

Page 2-1 Page 2-1 

California Integrated Waste Management Board 
Board Meeting 

March 15-16, 2005 
AGENDA ITEM 2 

ITEM 
Consideration Of The Grant Awards For The Senate Bill 1346 Rubberized Asphalt Concrete 
Grant Program For FY 2004/2005 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
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program to award grants to cities, counties, districts, and other local government agencies 
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III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
The Board may decide to: 
1. Approve the proposed awards and adopt Resolution Number 2005-81 to award 70 
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ranking; and 

b. Direct staff to enter into Grant Agreements with the remaining applicants in List 
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V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 

1. Application Evaluation Process 
• The Notice of Funds Available (NOFA) was placed on the Board's Web site, 

mailed in October 2004 to more than 650 interested parties statewide and e-mailed 
to more than 600 interested parties. 

• The original application period was from October 12, 2004 to January 15, 2005. 
The application period deadline was extended to January 28, 2005, to accommodate 
several stakeholders that were impacted by the flooding in Southern California. 

• The Board received a total of 99 applications for the SB 1346 RAC Grants for 
FY 2004/2005 by the January 28, 2005 deadline, totaling $1,629,305 in 
requested funding. 

• Grants Administration Unit (GAU) entered the applications into the Grants 
Management System (GMS). 

• GAU conducted an initial completeness review of each application. 
• GAU distributed all 99 applications to the Cycle Lead. 
• The Cycle Lead determined, with concurrence from the GAU, that 30 

applications should be disqualified from this cycle for reasons such as project 
ineligibility, applicant ineligibility, or incomplete application packages. As a 
result, there were 69 complete and eligible applications to rank. 

• The Cycle Lead, with concurrence from the GAU, ranked the complete and 
eligible applications. 

2.  Ranking Results 
After completing the ranking process, the Cycle Lead listed all eligible applications 
in descending order. Please refer to Attachment 1 for the resulting ranking. 

3.  Funding Recommendations 
Staff recommends funding 69 applications based on their meeting the eligibility 
criteria for a total of $1,255,652.50. The funding should be broken out as follows: 
$1,200,000 from FY 2004/2005 funds and $55,652.50 from reallocated FY 2004/2005 
or FY 2005/2006 if funds become available. Please refer to the proposed Resolution 
for this item (Attachment 2) for a listing of the recommended grant award recipients. 

B. Environmental Issues 
Promoting the use of RAC should increase the use of RAC and thereby increase the 
use of crumb rubber, which should reduce the number of tires that are illegally 
dumped, ultimately reducing the need for landfilling of scrap tires. 

C. Program/Long Term Impacts 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any program or long term 
impacts related to this item. 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any stakeholder impacts related 
to this item. 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
The amount of funding allocated from the Tire Recycling Management Fund for this grant 
program is one million two hundred thousand dollars ($1,200,000) for FY 2004/2005. 
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D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any stakeholder impacts related 
to this item. 
 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
The amount of funding allocated from the Tire Recycling Management Fund for this grant 
program is one million two hundred thousand dollars ($1,200,000) for FY 2004/2005.  



Board Meeting Agenda Item-2 

March 15-16, 2005 

VI.  

VII.  

VIII.  

IX.  

F. Legal Issues 
See Item History for legal authority 

G. Environmental Justice 
Each applicant was required to certify 
grant, it shall, in the performance of 
policies, and activities that substantially 
environment in a manner that ensures 
cultures, and income levels, including 
populations of the State. 

All grantees will be contractually required 
that is consistent with the principles 
Resources Code § 72000 et seq. 

H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
The award of these grants will support: 

Goal 2, assisting in the creation 
diversion efforts and ensure that 
mainstream and achieve Objective 

Objective 2 encourages the 
and the use of environmentally 

FUNDING INFORMATION 

to award these grants. 

under penalty of 
the Grant Agreement, 

affect human 
the fair treatment 
minority populations, 

perjury that, if awarded a 
conduct its program, 

health and safety or the 
of people of all races, 

and low-income 

their grant projects in a manner 
Justice as defined in Public 

sustainable markets to support 
return to the economic 

from California landfills 
products, and technologies. 

to perform 
of Environmental 

and expansion of 
diverted materials 

2. 

use of materials diverted 
preferable practices, 

1. Fund Source 
2. Amount 

Available 
3. Amount to 

Fund Item 
4. Amount 

Remaining 
5. Line 

Item 

Tire Recycling 
Management Fund 

$ 1,200,000 $ 1,200,000 $ 0 Grants 

ATTACHMENTS 
1. Ranked Project List 
2. Resolution Number 2005-81 

STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff: Nate Gauff Phone: (916) 341-6686 
B. Legal Staff: Holly Armstrong Phone: (916) 341-6060 
C. Administration Staff: Roger Ikemoto Phone: (916) 341-6116 

WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION 
A. Support 

Staff had not received any written support at the time this item was submitted for 
publication. 

B. Opposition 
Staff had not received any written opposition at the time this item was submitted for 
publication. 
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B. Opposition 
Staff had not received any written opposition at the time this item was submitted for 
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App. No Jurisdiction Tonnage Grant Amount 

80 City of Carlsbad 37,000 $50,000.00 
87 City of Carson 25,000 $50,000.00 
58 City of Santa Monica 21,375 $50,000.00 
59 City of Santa Monica 21,061 $50,000.00 
73 City of Santa Clarita 20,000 $50,000.00 
56 City of Thousand Oaks 20,000 $50,000.00 
90 City of Rancho Palos Verdes 17,244 $43,110.00 
8 San Diego County 15,865 $39,662.50 

20 City of Riverside 13,200 $33,000.00 
11 Los Angeles County 12,659 $31,647.50 
74 City of La Quinta 12,596 $31,490.00 
57 City of Thousand Oaks 12,500 $31,250.00 
12 Los Angeles County 11,331 $28,327.50 
95 City of Tracy 11,000 $27,500.00 
69 City of Victorville 10,638 $26,595.00 
88 City of Hemet 9,800 $24,500.00 
13 Los Angeles County 9,500 $23,750.00 
89 City of Montebello 9,457 $23,642.50 
79 City of Lake Forest 9,390 $23,475.00 
14 Los Angeles County 9,334 $23,335.00 
7 Los Angeles County 9,200 $23,000.00 

77 City of Encinitas 8,625 $21,562.50 
22 City of Riverside 8,400 $21,000.00 
76 City of Covina 8,000 $20,000.00 
55 City of Garden Grove 7,577 $18,942.50 
53 City of South Gate 7,500 $18,750.00 
23 City of Riverside 7,300 $18,250.00 
3 City of Santa Fe Springs 6,520 $16,300.00 

84 City of Bell Gardens 6,500 $16,250.00 
34 City of Palmdale 6,312 $15,780.00 
21 City of Riverside 6,100 $15,250.00 
78 City of West Hollywood 5,715 $14,287.50 
54 City of Garden Grove 5,713 $14,282.50 
18 City of Inglewood 5,300 $13,250.00 
71 City of San Dimas 5,263 $13,157.50 
99 City of Ontario 5,000 $12,500.00 
91 City of Seal Beach 4,800 $12,000.00 
86 City of Carpinteria 4,680 $11,700.00 
28 City of San Clemente 4,100 $10,250.00 
29 City of San Clemente 4,100 $10,250.00 
15 City of Danville 4,000 $10,000.00 
60 City of San Buenaventura 4,000 $10,000.00 
72 City of Rocklin 4,000 $10,000.00 
44 City of San Clemente 3,900 $9,750.00 
45 City of San Clemente 3,770 $9,425.00 
63 City of Orange 3,700 $9,250.00 
81 City of LaPuente 3,604 $9,010.00 
61 City of Woodland 3,553 $8,882.50 
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94 City of Modesto 3,500 $8,750.00 
42 City of San Clemente 3,450 $8,625.00 
52 City of South Gate 3,375 $8,437.50 
4 Los Angeles County 3,332 $8,330.00 
5 Los Angeles County 3,111 $7,777.50 
97 City of Oceanside 3,100 $7,750.00 
1 Los Angeles County 3,035 $7,587.50 

32 City of San Clemente 3,000 $7,500.00 
62 City of Orange 2,850 $7,125.00 
43 City of San Clemente 2,850 $7,125.00 
30 City of San Clemente 2,840 $7,100.00 
64 City of Orange 2,800 $7,000.00 
31 City of San Clemente* 2,760 $2,527.50 

Total $1,200,000.00 

List B 

31 City of San Clemente* $4,372.50 
26 City of San Clemente 2,650 $6,625.00 
27 City of San Clemente 2,650 $6,625.00 
25 City of Lynwood 2,622 $6,555.00 
46 City of San Clemente 2,570 $6,425.00 
2 City of Santa Fe Springs 2,520 $6,300.00 
19 City of Inglewood 2,500 $6,250.00 
75 City of Campbell 2,500 $6,250.00 
41 City of San Clemente 2,500 $6,250.00 

Total $55,652.50 

* Proposed split funded project 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-81 

Consideration Of The Grant Awards For The Senate Bill 1346 Rubberized Asphalt Concrete 
Grant Program For FY 2004/2005 

WHEREAS, Public Resources Code Section 42872 authorizes the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
(Board) to issue grants to businesses and other enterprises involved in activities that result in reduced landfill disposal 
of used whole tires and reduced illegal disposal or stockpiling of used whole tires; and 

WHEREAS, Senate Bill (SB) 1346 (Kuehl, Statutes of 2002, Chapter 671) authorizes the Board to award grants to 
cities, counties, districts, and other local governmental agencies for the funding of public works projects that use 
rubberized asphalt concrete (RAC); and 

WHEREAS, on May 13-14, 2003, the Board allocated one million two hundred thousand dollars ($1,200,000) for FY 
2004/2005 for the funding of SB 1346 RAC grants in its approval of the Five-Year Plan for the Waste Tire Recycling 
Management Program (rd  Edition); and 

WHEREAS, on September 16-17, 2003, the Board approved the Eligibility Criteria Evaluation Process and Priority 
Ranking Categories for the Rubberized Asphalt Concrete Grant Program for FY 2003/2004 and FY 2004/2005; and 

WHEREAS, staff reviewed and evaluated all qualified grant proposals based on the approved eligibility criteria and 
evaluation process; and 

WHEREAS, the award of the SB 1346 RAC Grant Program for FY 2004/2005 is contingent upon and subject to the 
availability of funds allocated for this Grant Program; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board directs staff to develop and enter into Grant Agreements 
with the qualified applicants listed below; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the award of each Grant is conditioned upon the return 
by the proposed Grantee of a completed and executed Grant Agreement within ninety (90) days of the date of mailing 
of the Grant Agreement package by the Board; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the award of each Grant is further conditioned upon full 
payment of any outstanding debt owed by the proposed Grantee to the Board within ninety (90) days of this grant 
award by the Board; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board approves the award of the SB 1346 
Rubberized Asphalt Concrete Grants and directs staff to develop and enter into Grant Agreements with the 61 
applicants as set forth in List A and to use the one million two hundred thousand dollars ($1,200,000) allocated to the 
SB 1346 Rubberized Asphalt Concrete Grants (FY 2004/2005); and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board approves the award of the SB 1346 
Rubberized Asphalt Concrete Grants and directs staff to develop and enter into Grant Agreements with the 8 
applicants as set forth in List B should FY 2005/2006 allocated funds become available or in the event the Board 
wishes to reallocate additional FY 2004/2005 funds to passing projects. 

(over) 
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the award of each Grant is further conditioned upon full 
payment of any outstanding debt owed by the proposed Grantee to the Board within ninety (90) days of this grant 
award by the Board; and 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board approves the award of the SB 1346 
Rubberized Asphalt Concrete Grants and directs staff to develop and enter into Grant Agreements with the 61 
applicants as set forth in List A and to use the one million two hundred thousand dollars ($1,200,000) allocated to the 
SB 1346 Rubberized Asphalt Concrete Grants (FY 2004/2005); and   
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board approves the award of the SB 1346 
Rubberized Asphalt Concrete Grants and directs staff to develop and enter into Grant Agreements with the 8 
applicants as set forth in List B should FY 2005/2006 allocated funds become available or in the event the Board 
wishes to reallocate additional FY 2004/2005 funds to passing projects. 

 
(over) 

 
 

 



List A — To Be Funded From FY 2004/2005 Allocation 

App. No Jurisdiction Grant Amount 

80 City of Carlsbad $50,000.00 
87 City of Carson $50,000.00 
58 City of Santa Monica $50,000.00 
59 City of Santa Monica $50,000.00 
73 City of Santa Clarita $50,000.00 
56 City of Thousand Oaks $50,000.00 
90 City of Rancho Palos Verdes $43,110.00 
8 San Diego County $39,662.50 

20 City of Riverside $33,000.00 
11 Los Angeles County $31,647.50 
74 City of La Quinta $31,490.00 
57 City of Thousand Oaks $31,250.00 
12 Los Angeles County $28,327.50 
95 City of Tracy $27,500.00 
69 City of Victorville $26,595.00 
88 City of Hemet $24,500.00 
13 Los Angeles County $23,750.00 
89 City of Montebello $23,642.50 
79 City of Lake Forest $23,475.00 
14 Los Angeles County $23,335.00 
7 Los Angeles County $23,000.00 

77 City of Encinitas $21,562.50 
22 City of Riverside $21,000.00 
76 City of Covina $20,000.00 
55 City of Garden Grove $18,942.50 
53 City of South Gate $18,750.00 
23 City of Riverside $18,250.00 
3 City of Santa Fe Springs $16,300.00 

84 City of Bell Gardens $16,250.00 
34 City of Palmdale $15,780.00 
21 City of Riverside $15,250.00 
78 City of West Hollywood $14,287.50 
54 City of Garden Grove $14,282.50 
18 City of Inglewood $13,250.00 
71 City of San Dimas $13,157.50 
99 City of Ontario $12,500.00 
91 City of Seal Beach $12,000.00 
86 City of Carpinteria $11,700.00 
28 City of San Clemente $10,250.00 
29 City of San Clemente $10,250.00 
15 City of Danville $10,000.00 
60 City of San Buenaventura $10,000.00 
72 City of Rocklin $10,000.00 
44 City of San Clemente $9,750.00 
45 City of San Clemente $9,425.00 
63 City of Orange $9,250.00 
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List A – To Be Funded From FY 2004/2005 Allocation 
 

App. No Jurisdiction  Grant Amount 
    

80 City of Carlsbad  $50,000.00 
87 City of Carson  $50,000.00 
58 City of Santa Monica  $50,000.00 
59 City of Santa Monica  $50,000.00 
73 City of Santa Clarita  $50,000.00 
56 City of Thousand Oaks  $50,000.00 
90 City of Rancho Palos Verdes  $43,110.00 
8 San Diego County  $39,662.50 

20 City of Riverside  $33,000.00 
11 Los Angeles County  $31,647.50 
74 City of La Quinta  $31,490.00 
57 City of Thousand Oaks  $31,250.00 
12 Los Angeles County  $28,327.50 
95 City of Tracy  $27,500.00 
69 City of Victorville  $26,595.00 
88 City of Hemet  $24,500.00 
13 Los Angeles County  $23,750.00 
89 City of Montebello  $23,642.50 
79 City of Lake Forest  $23,475.00 
14 Los Angeles County  $23,335.00 
7 Los Angeles County  $23,000.00 

77 City of Encinitas  $21,562.50 
22 City of Riverside  $21,000.00 
76 City of Covina  $20,000.00 
55 City of Garden Grove  $18,942.50 
53 City of South Gate  $18,750.00 
23 City of Riverside  $18,250.00 
3 City of Santa Fe Springs  $16,300.00 

84 City of Bell Gardens  $16,250.00 
34 City of Palmdale  $15,780.00 
21 City of Riverside  $15,250.00 
78 City of West Hollywood  $14,287.50 
54 City of Garden Grove  $14,282.50 
18 City of Inglewood  $13,250.00 
71 City of San Dimas  $13,157.50 
99 City of Ontario  $12,500.00 
91 City of Seal Beach  $12,000.00 
86 City of Carpinteria  $11,700.00 
28 City of San Clemente  $10,250.00 
29 City of San Clemente  $10,250.00 
15 City of Danville  $10,000.00 
60 City of San Buenaventura  $10,000.00 
72 City of Rocklin  $10,000.00 
44 City of San Clemente  $9,750.00 
45 City of San Clemente  $9,425.00 
63 City of Orange  $9,250.00 



81 City of LaPuente $9,010.00 
61 City of Woodland $8,882.50 
94 City of Modesto $8,750.00 
42 City of San Clemente $8,625.00 
52 City of South Gate $8,437.50 
4 Los Angeles County $8,330.00 
5 Los Angeles County $7,777.50 

97 City of Oceanside $7,750.00 
1 Los Angeles County $7,587.50 

32 City of San Clemente $7,500.00 
62 City of Orange $7,125.00 
43 City of San Clemente $7,125.00 
30 City of San Clemente $7,100.00 
64 City of Orange $7,000.00 
31 City of San Clemente* $2,527.50 

Total $1,200,000.00 

List B — To Be Funded From FY 2005/2006 Allocation, if funds become available 

App. No Jurisdiction Grant Amount 

31 City of San Clemente* $4,372.50 
26 City of San Clemente $6,625.00 
27 City of San Clemente $6,625.00 
25 City of Lynwood $6,555.00 
46 City of San Clemente $6,425.00 
2 City of Santa Fe Springs $6,300.00 
19 City of Inglewood $6,250.00 
75 City of Campbell $6,250.00 
41 City of San Clemente $6,250.00 

Total $55,652.50 

*Proposed split funded grant project 

CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste Management Board does 
hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly adopted at a 
meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 

Dated: 

Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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81 City of LaPuente  $9,010.00 
61 City of Woodland  $8,882.50 
94 City of Modesto  $8,750.00 
42 City of San Clemente  $8,625.00 
52 City of South Gate  $8,437.50 
4 Los Angeles County  $8,330.00 
5 Los Angeles County  $7,777.50 

97 City of Oceanside  $7,750.00 
1 Los Angeles County  $7,587.50 

32 City of San Clemente  $7,500.00 
62 City of Orange  $7,125.00 
43 City of San Clemente  $7,125.00 
30 City of San Clemente  $7,100.00 
64 City of Orange  $7,000.00 
31 City of San Clemente*  $2,527.50 

    
 Total  $1,200,000.00 
    

 

List B – To Be Funded From FY 2005/2006 Allocation, if funds become available 
App. No Jurisdiction  Grant Amount 

    
31 City of San Clemente*  $4,372.50 
26 City of San Clemente  $6,625.00 
27 City of San Clemente  $6,625.00 
25 City of Lynwood  $6,555.00 
46 City of San Clemente  $6,425.00 
2 City of Santa Fe Springs  $6,300.00 

19 City of Inglewood  $6,250.00 
75 City of Campbell  $6,250.00 
41 City of San Clemente  $6,250.00 

    
 Total  $55,652.50 
    

   *Proposed split funded grant project 
 

CERTIFICATION 
 
The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste Management Board does 
hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly adopted at a 
meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 
 
Dated:   
 
 
 
Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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AGENDA ITEM 4 (Revised) 

of Rubberized Asphalt Concrete and Civil Engineering Product Marketing 
and Scope of Work (Waste Tire Recycling Management Fund/Multi-Year Funding) 

ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 

At the December 2004 Special Waste Committee Meeting, staff presented a proposal for 
activities designed to increase the use of rubberized asphalt concrete (RAC) in California. 
RAC is one of the predominant civil engineering-related uses for waste tires, which shows 
significant promise for increasing the state's tire diversion rate. The proposal included 
contracting with a marketing expert to promote a statewide education and marketing effort, 
targeting policy makers as well as technical staff, combined with a separate focused effort to 
first-time RAC users. A coordinated effort by separate contractors for marketing, 
engineering and technical assistance, and the Rubberized Asphalt Concrete Technology 
Centers (RAC Technology Centers), along with the Board's staff, would be employed to 
implement the proposal. The Board has previously approved two parts of this proposal: a 
renewal of the southern California RAC Technology Center contract, and a Scope of Work 
for the RAC engineering and technical assistance contract. 

This item proposes that the California Integrated Waste Management (Board) approve a 
Scope Work for the third final to implement the Board's of (SOW) and a contract required 

direction for the delivery Tire Program for increasing the new of services aimed at use of 
RAC, other rubber-based civil engineering products, compost and mulch products, and 
recycled aggregate. the Rubberized Asphalt Concrete and Civil Engineering Product 
Marketing-Centraet. Through this contract, the Board will hire a public telations affairs 
firm to develop and coordinate a systematic marketing effort directed at State and local 
decision-makers with the influence to increase the use of these products within their 
jurisdiction. RAC paving in California road projects as wcll as the use of othcr wastc tiro 

The be by produets-in-eivil-engineeting-applications, selected contractor will assisted and 
coordinate the-activities of the RAC Technology Centers and the RAC engineering and 
technical assistance contractor that will be an integral component of in-implementing the 
marketing effort. This contract would be funded initially with fiscal year 2004/2005 
allocations of $175,000 from the Tire Recycling Management Fund and $200,000 from the 
Integrated Waste Management Account (subject to a future Board action). 

ITEM HISTORY 

In July 2003, the Board approved the Five-Year Plan for the Waste Tire Recycling 
Management Program (2's Edition) (Five-Year Plan). The Five-Year Plan allocated 
$600,000 for the RAC Technology Centers for Fiscal Year (FY) 2004/2005. At its 
December 2004, meeting the Special Waste Committee approved staffs recommendation 
for the RAC program options, which included a redirection of $175,000 from the FY 
2004/2005 RAC Technology Centers allocation to fund a RAC marketing contract. Of 
the remaining $425,000 of the original Technology Centers allocation, $225,000 was 
encumbered into a new contract for the Southern California RAC Technology Center by 
the Board's December 2004 action, and $200,000 was redirected to fund an engineering 
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ITEM 
Consideration of Rubberized Asphalt Concrete and Civil Engineering Product Marketing 
Concept and Scope of Work (Waste Tire Recycling Management Fund/Multi-Year Funding) 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
At the December 2004 Special Waste Committee Meeting, staff presented a proposal for 
activities designed to increase the use of rubberized asphalt concrete (RAC) in California.  
RAC is one of the predominant civil engineering-related uses for waste tires, which shows 
significant promise for increasing the state’s tire diversion rate.  The proposal included 
contracting with a marketing expert to promote a statewide education and marketing effort, 
targeting policy makers as well as technical staff, combined with a separate focused effort to 
first-time RAC users.  A coordinated effort by separate contractors for marketing, 
engineering and technical assistance, and the Rubberized Asphalt Concrete Technology 
Centers (RAC Technology Centers), along with the Board’s staff, would be employed to 
implement the proposal.  The Board has previously approved two parts of this proposal: a 
renewal of the southern California RAC Technology Center contract, and a Scope of Work 
for the RAC engineering and technical assistance contract. 

This item proposes that the California Integrated Waste Management (Board) approve a 
Scope of Work (SOW) for the third and final a contract required to implement the Board’s 
new direction for the delivery of Tire Program for services aimed at increasing the use of 
RAC, other rubber-based civil engineering products, compost and mulch products, and 
recycled aggregate.—the Rubberized Asphalt Concrete and Civil Engineering Product 
Marketing Contract.  Through this contract, the Board will hire a public relations affairs 
firm to develop and coordinate a systematic marketing effort directed at State and local 
decision-makers with the influence to increase the use of these products within their 
jurisdiction. RAC paving in California road projects as well as the use of other waste-tire 
products in civil engineering applications.  The selected contractor will be assisted by and 
coordinate the activities of the RAC Technology Centers and the RAC engineering and 
technical assistance contractor that will be an integral component of in implementing the 
marketing effort.  This contract would be funded initially with fiscal year 2004/2005 
allocations of $175,000 from the Tire Recycling Management Fund and $200,000 from the 
Integrated Waste Management Account (subject to a future Board action). 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
In July 2003, the Board approved the Five-Year Plan for the Waste Tire Recycling 
Management Program (2nd Edition) (Five-Year Plan).  The Five-Year Plan allocated 
$600,000 for the RAC Technology Centers for Fiscal Year (FY) 2004/2005.  At its 
December 2004, meeting the Special Waste Committee approved staff’s recommendation 
for the RAC program options, which included a redirection of $175,000 from the FY 
2004/2005 RAC Technology Centers allocation to fund a RAC marketing contract. Of 
the remaining $425,000 of the original Technology Centers allocation, $225,000 was 
encumbered into a new contract for the Southern California RAC Technology Center by 
the Board’s December 2004 action, and $200,000 was redirected to fund an engineering 
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III.  

IV.  

V.  

and technical assistance contract, which was approved at the Board's February 15, 2005, 
meeting. At a meeting of the Board's Executive Marketing Task Force (MTF) on 
March 7, 2005, MTF members urged the expansion of this contract Scope of Work to 
include other products made from diverted resources, in particular, recycled aggregate 
and compost and mulch products. 

OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
1. Approve the Scope Work for the RAC Civil concept and proposed of and 

Engineering Product RecycledMaterials Marketing Contract -Content (Attachment h 
revised) and adopt Resolution Number 2005-82. 

2. Approve the concept and revised Scope of Work with specified changes and adopt 
Resolution 2005-82. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends the Board approve option one and adopt Resolution 2005-82. 

ANALYSIS 

A. Key Issues and Findings 

Promoting the use of RAC has been a staple in the mix of strategies for using waste 
tires since the beginning of the tire-recycling program. The Board has spent or 
allocated more than $10 million for projects involving RAC. The range of projects 
the Board has supported includes the actual placement of RAC, technical research 
aimed at improving the performance of RAC and outreach and technical consulting to 
local governments. 

Since June 1997, the Board has primarily conducted its RAC program activities through 
the RAC Technology Centers. Sjoberg Evashenk Consulting (SEC) completed an 
evaluation of the RAC Technology Centers in March 2004 and presented its study 
findings at the April 2004 Board meeting. The SEC evaluation recommended, and staff 
concurred, that by revisiting the existing processes for RAC program delivery, the Board 
could improve the overall impact and results of the program. At the December 2004 
meeting of the Special Waste Committee, staff recommended and the Committee 
concurred on a revamping of the delivery of the RAC program services to local 
governments via proposed contracts for technical assistance and direct marketing efforts. 
A Scope of Work for the RAC Engineering and Technical Assistance Contract was 
approved at the Board's February 2004 meeting. 

Recent discussion at the Board's Executive Marketing Task Force led to the 
conclusion that this proposed contract, which targets primarily local decision-makers, 
provides a unique opportunity to market additional waste-derived construction and 
landscaping materials (e.g., recycled aggregate, compost, and mulch products). The 
addition of these materials to the marketing effort could be supported with funding 
from the Integrated Waste Management Account. The Scope of Work for the RAC  

Civil Engineering Product RecycledMaterials Marketing Contract and -Content 
(Attachment 1, revised) describes work to be conducted in the marketing effort 

the the RAC Technology Centers, collaboration with engineering contractor, and 
Beard-staff. 

The December 2004 staff proposal included $175,000 from FY 2004/2005 for funding 
the RAC and Civil Engineering Product Marketing Contract. The proposed Five-Year 
Plan, seheduled-for-diseussien. which was discussed at the March 3, 2005, Special Waste 
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and technical assistance contract, which was approved at the Board’s February 15, 2005, 
meeting.  At a meeting of the Board’s Executive Marketing Task Force (MTF) on 
March 7, 2005, MTF members urged the expansion of this contract Scope of Work to 
include other products made from diverted resources, in particular, recycled aggregate 
and compost and mulch products.

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
1. Approve the concept and proposed Scope of Work for the RAC and Civil 

Engineering Product Recycled-Content Materials Marketing Contract (Attachment 1, 
revised) and adopt Resolution Number 2005-82.   

2. Approve the concept and revised Scope of Work with specified changes and adopt 
Resolution 2005-82. 

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends the Board approve option one and adopt Resolution 2005-82.

V. ANALYSIS 

A. Key Issues and Findings 

Promoting the use of RAC has been a staple in the mix of strategies for using waste 
tires since the beginning of the tire-recycling program.  The Board has spent or 
allocated more than $10 million for projects involving RAC.  The range of projects 
the Board has supported includes the actual placement of RAC, technical research 
aimed at improving the performance of RAC and outreach and technical consulting to 
local governments. 

Since June 1997, the Board has primarily conducted its RAC program activities through 
the RAC Technology Centers.  Sjoberg Evashenk Consulting (SEC) completed an 
evaluation of the RAC Technology Centers in March 2004 and presented its study 
findings at the April 2004 Board meeting.  The SEC evaluation recommended, and staff 
concurred, that by revisiting the existing processes for RAC program delivery, the Board 
could improve the overall impact and results of the program.  At the December 2004 
meeting of the Special Waste Committee, staff recommended and the Committee 
concurred on a revamping of the delivery of the RAC program services to local 
governments via proposed contracts for technical assistance and direct marketing efforts.  
A Scope of Work for the RAC Engineering and Technical Assistance Contract was 
approved at the Board’s February 2004 meeting.   

Recent discussion at the Board’s Executive Marketing Task Force led to the 
conclusion that this proposed contract, which targets primarily local decision-makers, 
provides a unique opportunity to market additional waste-derived construction and 
landscaping materials (e.g., recycled aggregate, compost, and mulch products).  The 
addition of these materials to the marketing effort could be supported with funding 
from the Integrated Waste Management Account.  The Scope of Work for the RAC 
and Civil Engineering Product Recycled-Content Materials Marketing Contract 
(Attachment 1, revised) describes work to be conducted in the marketing effort, in 
collaboration with the engineering contractor, the RAC Technology Centers, and 
Board staff. 

The December 2004 staff proposal included $175,000 from FY 2004/2005 for funding 
the RAC and Civil Engineering Product Marketing Contract.  The proposed Five-Year 
Plan, scheduled for discussion which was discussed at the March 3, 2005, Special Waste 
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B.  

C.  

D.  

E.  

F.  

G.  

H.  

Committee meeting, includes an allocation of $400,000 annually for this effort. 
Unallocated funds from the FY 2004/2005 IWMA will be considered by the Board at a 
subsequent meeting. 

Environmental Issues 

Based on available information, staff is not aware of any environmental issues related 
to this item. The lead State or local agency would conduct any required 
environmental analysis related to the use of RAC or other rubber-based civil 
engineering products in any construction projects under their jurisdiction. 

Program/Long Term Impacts 

Based on available information, staff is not aware of any program impacts related to 
this item except for the intended outcome of this contract, which is to assist the Board 
in increasing the use of RAC and other rubber-based civil engineering product use in 
California. 

Stakeholder Impacts 

This item will help to educate State and local decision makers on the benefits of 
incorporating RAC and other rubber-based civil engineering products in their 
construction programs. 

Fiscal Impacts 

$175,000 was redirected from the RAC Technology Centers line item from the FY 
2004/2005 allocations in the Market Development Section of the current Five-Year 
Plan. Through the Five-Year Plan revision process, staff is also requesting additional 
funding for this effort in FYs 2005/2006 and 2006/2007 at a level of $400,000 per 
fiscal year, pending approval of the revised Five-Year Plan. Staff also proposes to 
allocate $200,000 in unallocated FY 2004/2005 funding from the IWMA, pending a 
future reallocation by the Board, with an equal amount in the following two fiscal 
years. This contract would be for a total contract amount not to exceed $97-53000 
$1,575,000. 

Legal Issues 

Based on available information, staff is not aware of any legal issues related to this item. 

Environmental Justice 

Based on available information, staff is not aware of any environmental justice issues 
related to this item. 

2001 Strategic Plan 

The RAC and Civil Engineering Products Marketing Contract will support the following 
Goals and Objectives of the Board's 2001 Strategic Plan. 

Goal l: Increase participation in resource conservation, integrated waste management, 
waste prevention, and product stewardship to reduce waste and create a sustainable 
infrastructure. 
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Committee meeting, includes an allocation of $400,000 annually for this effort.  
Unallocated funds from the FY 2004/2005 IWMA will be considered by the Board at a 
subsequent meeting. 

B. Environmental Issues 

Based on available information, staff is not aware of any environmental issues related 
to this item.  The lead State or local agency would conduct any required 
environmental analysis related to the use of RAC or other rubber-based civil 
engineering products in any construction projects under their jurisdiction.

C. Program/Long Term Impacts 

Based on available information, staff is not aware of any program impacts related to 
this item except for the intended outcome of this contract, which is to assist the Board 
in increasing the use of RAC and other rubber-based civil engineering product use in 
California. 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 

This item will help to educate State and local decision makers on the benefits of 
incorporating RAC and other rubber-based civil engineering products in their 
construction programs. 

E. Fiscal Impacts 

$175,000 was redirected from the RAC Technology Centers line item from the FY 
2004/2005 allocations in the Market Development Section of the current Five-Year 
Plan.  Through the Five-Year Plan revision process, staff is also requesting additional 
funding for this effort in FYs 2005/2006 and 2006/2007 at a level of $400,000 per 
fiscal year, pending approval of the revised Five-Year Plan.  Staff also proposes to 
allocate $200,000 in unallocated FY 2004/2005 funding from the IWMA, pending a 
future reallocation by the Board, with an equal amount in the following two fiscal 
years.  This contract would be for a total contract amount not to exceed $975,000 
$1,575,000. 

F. Legal Issues 

Based on available information, staff is not aware of any legal issues related to this item. 

G. Environmental Justice 

Based on available information, staff is not aware of any environmental justice issues 
related to this item. 

H. 2001 Strategic Plan 

The RAC and Civil Engineering Products Marketing Contract will support the following 
Goals and Objectives of the Board’s 2001 Strategic Plan. 

Goa1 1:  Increase participation in resource conservation, integrated waste management, 
waste prevention, and product stewardship to reduce waste and create a sustainable 
infrastructure.  
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Objective 1: Promote environmentally sound and financially viable waste 
prevention and materials management practices among all actors in the life cycle 
of products and services. 

VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 

1. Fund 2. Amount 3. Amount to 4. Amount 5. Line Item 
Source Available Fund Item Remaining 

Tire Recycling $175,000 $175,000 $ 0 C&P 
Management 
Fund 

Integrated $200,000 
Waste (Pending 
Management future 
Account allocation) 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1. RAC and Civil Engineering Product Marketing Contract Scope of Work (revised) 
2. Resolution Number 2005-82 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff: Chris Peck Phone: (916) 341-6298 
B. Legal Staff: Holly B. Armstrong Phone: (916) 341-6060 
C. Administration Staff: Carol Baker Phone: (916) 341-6105 

IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION 

A. Support 

Staff had not received any written support at the time this item was submitted for 
publication. 

B. Opposition 

Staff had not received any written opposition at the time this item was submitted for 
publication. 
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Objective 1:  Promote environmentally sound and financially viable waste 
prevention and materials management practices among all actors in the life cycle 
of products and services. 

VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
 
1. Fund 

Source 
2. Amount 

Available 
3. Amount to 

Fund Item 
4. Amount 

Remaining 
5. Line Item 

Tire Recycling 
Management 
Fund 

 $175,000  $175,000  $ 0  C&P 

Integrated 
Waste 
Management 
Account

   $200,000 
(Pending 

future 
allocation)

  

     

VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1. RAC and Civil Engineering Product Marketing Contract Scope of Work (revised) 
2. Resolution Number 2005-82  

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff:  Chris Peck Phone:  (916) 341-6298 
B. Legal Staff:  Holly B. Armstrong Phone:  (916) 341-6060 
C. Administration Staff:  Carol Baker Phone:  (916) 341-6105 
 

IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION  

A. Support 

Staff had not received any written support at the time this item was submitted for 
publication. 

B. Opposition 

Staff had not received any written opposition at the time this item was submitted for 
publication. 
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California Integrated Waste Management Board 

SCOPE OF WORK 
R-ubherieed-Asphalt-Goner-ete-and-Givil--Eeering-Pr-oduet 

Recycled-Content Materials Marketing 

INTRODUCTION/OBJECTIVES 
This is contract an4mpertent-part--ef-the-Bear-Egs-new-difeetien-for-the-de 
Rubberized Asphalt Concrete Program increasing the (RAC) services aimed at use of 
RAC essential to achieving the California Integrated Waste Management Board's vision 
of a zero waste California, building on the waste diversion success of local jurisdictions 
under the Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989. Through this contract the Board 
will hire a public iens affairs firm to support the work of the Board's staff to promote 
products derived from materials diverted from the California waste stream—including, 
but not limited to, rubberized asphalt concrete (RAC), other rubber-based civil 
engineering products, compost and mulch products, and recycled aggregate—by 
developing directed State and coordinate conducting a systematic marketing effort at and 
local decision-makers with the influence to increase the use of these products within their 

PAC-paving-in-Galifernia-r-ead-pre-jeets-as-well-as-the-use-efether--waste-tire jurisdiction. 
pr-eduets-in-eivil-engineer-ing-app4ieatiens,The-seleeted-c-entFaeter-will-be d 

the the RAC Technology Centers the RAC coordinate activities of and engineering and 
technical in implementing the aitance contractor marketing effort. 

WORK TO BE PERFORMED 
1. Conduct research. 

2. Development of marketing materials. 

3. Research and inventory pending State and local eenstfuetion-projects where recycled- 
content materials could be used. RAC and other rubber based civil engineering 
preducts-eam-be-utilized. 

4. Direct implementation of the marketing campaign. Implement RAC and civil  
engineering-precluet-marketing-strategy-te-target-ageneiesij±trisdietiens7 

5. Track measurement indicators to judge the effectiveness of the marketing strategy. 

6. Provide regular reports to the Board on the success of this effort. 

TASKS IDENTIFIED 

Conduct Research 

Identify the receptivity of and likely motivators for local government to adopt green 
procurement practices. Research may include, but not be limited to, secondary research 
and focus groups with local elected officials and other decision-makers who could 
influence the increased use of recycled-content materials by local agencies. 
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California Integrated Waste Management Board 
 

SCOPE OF WORK 
Rubberized Asphalt Concrete and Civil Engineering Product  

Recycled-Content Materials Marketing 
 

I. INTRODUCTION/OBJECTIVES 
This contract is an important part of the Board’s new direction for the delivery of 
Rubberized Asphalt Concrete (RAC) Program services aimed at increasing the use of 
RAC essential to achieving the California Integrated Waste Management Board’s vision 
of a zero waste California, building on the waste diversion success of local jurisdictions 
under the Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989.  Through this contract the Board 
will hire a public relations affairs firm to support the work of the Board’s staff to promote 
products derived from materials diverted from the California waste stream—including, 
but not limited to, rubberized asphalt concrete (RAC), other rubber-based civil 
engineering products, compost and mulch products, and recycled aggregate—by 
developing and coordinate conducting a systematic marketing effort directed at State and 
local decision-makers with the influence to increase the use of these products within their 
jurisdiction. RAC paving in California road projects as well as the use of other waste-tire 
products in civil engineering applications.  The selected contractor will be assisted by and 
coordinate the activities of the RAC Technology Centers and the RAC engineering and 
technical assistance contractor in implementing the marketing effort.

II. WORK TO BE PERFORMED 
1. Conduct research. 

2. Development of marketing materials. 

3. Research and inventory pending State and local construction projects where recycled-
content materials could be used. RAC and other rubber-based civil engineering 
products can be utilized. 

4. Direct implementation of the marketing campaign. Implement RAC and civil 
engineering product marketing strategy to target agencies/jurisdictions. 

5. Track measurement indicators to judge the effectiveness of the marketing strategy. 

6. Provide regular reports to the Board on the success of this effort. 

III. TASKS IDENTIFIED 
Conduct Research 
Identify the receptivity of and likely motivators for local government to adopt green 
procurement practices. Research may include, but not be limited to, secondary research 
and focus groups with local elected officials and other decision-makers who could 
influence the increased use of recycled-content materials by local agencies. 
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Develop Marketing Materials 

Develop,	 from the RAC Technology Centers, RAC with support and assistance 
technical Board kit to engineering expert (contractors), and staff, a marketing materials 

support the outreach effort. The marketing materials kit may include, but is not limited to, 

application of RAC and civil engineering projects using tire derived materials. will 
identify the environmental, economic, and social benefits of using specific recycled- 
content materials—including, but not limited to, RAC, other rubber-based civil 
engineering products, compost and mulch products, and recycled aggregate —and 
demonstrate their successful use in California. 

Inventory Potential Projects 

Identify State and 
local projects—such  as, but not limited to, paving, and road construction, projects, 
engineered fill, and park development and improvement—pending in FY 05/06 and 06/07 
that be for RAC tire based could candidates paving and other civil engineering uses 
where recycled-content materials could be used. The inventory will identify include the 
following information for location, budget, each project: jurisdiction, estimated 

Passenger Tire Equivalents construction schedule, and size of projects [by number of 
diverted] date, (PTE) anticipated start and estimated amount of specific recycled-content 

materials that could be incorporated in the project. Contractor will solicit the assistance 
of er-ganizatiens entities such as the League of California Cities, the California State 
Association of Counties, the American Public Works Association, the University of 
California California State University UC and system. and campus environmental and 

and transportation departments institutes. 

Identify Target Jurisdictions/Projects 

With input from Board staff, develop a prioritized listing of target agencies, jurisdictions, 
and projects that will be the focus of the marketing effort. 

Plan and Budget 

Develop a marketing plan, schedule and budget for outreach activities to the target 
agencies and local jurisdictions. The plan will include recommended meetings with 
elected officials and other decision makers, presentations to City Councils and County 
Boards of Supervisors, and participation in regional and statewide meetings and 
expositions where local decision makers may be in attendance. The plan will inelude-a 
desefiptien-ef consider and describe the role of the-all potential participants in the 
marketing effort, including Integrated Waste Management Boarder Members and staff, 
other Board-managed resources (e.g., RAC technical expert contractor and the Northern 
and Southern RAC Technology Centers), and local opinion leaders on recycled-content 

in the materials use marketing effort. 

2 

Board Meeting Agenda: 4
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment: 1 (Revised)
 

Develop Marketing Materials

Develop, with support and assistance from the RAC Technology Centers, RAC 
engineering technical expert (contractors), and Board staff, a marketing materials kit to 
support the outreach effort. The marketing materials kit may include, but is not limited to, 
the following items: brochures, fact sheets, and videos demonstrating the successful 
application of RAC and civil engineering projects using tire-derived materials. will 
identify the environmental, economic, and social benefits of using specific recycled-
content materials—including, but not limited to, RAC, other rubber-based civil 
engineering products, compost and mulch products, and recycled aggregate —and 
demonstrate their successful use in California.

Inventory Potential Projects 

In collaboration with the RAC Technology Centers, identify planned Identify State and 
local projects—such as, but not limited to, paving, and road construction, projects, 
engineered fill, and park development and improvement—pending in FY 05/06 and 06/07 
that could be candidates for RAC paving and other tire-based civil engineering uses 
where recycled-content materials could be used.  The inventory will identify include the 
following information for each project: jurisdiction, location, budget, estimated 
construction schedule, and size of projects [by number of Passenger Tire Equivalents 
(PTE) diverted] anticipated start date, and estimated amount of specific recycled-content 
materials that could be incorporated in the project.  Contractor will solicit the assistance 
of organizations entities such as the League of California Cities, the California State 
Association of Counties, the American Public Works Association, the University of 
California and California State University system. and UC campus environmental and 
transportation departments and institutes. 

Identify Target Jurisdictions/Projects

With input from Board staff, develop a prioritized listing of target agencies, jurisdictions, 
and projects that will be the focus of the marketing effort. 

Plan and Budget

Develop a marketing plan, schedule and budget for outreach activities to the target 
agencies and local jurisdictions.  The plan will include recommended meetings with 
elected officials and other decision makers, presentations to City Councils and County 
Boards of Supervisors, and participation in regional and statewide meetings and 
expositions where local decision makers may be in attendance.  The plan will include a 
description of consider and describe the role of the all potential participants in the 
marketing effort, including Integrated Waste Management Board’s Members and staff, 
other Board-managed resources (e.g., RAC technical expert contractor and the Northern 
and Southern RAC Technology Centers), and local opinion leaders on recycled-content 
materials use in the marketing effort. 
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IV.  

V.  

Implementation 

TRIPlefnent-the-marketing-Plawiweellabefatiewwith-Eteard-stathe-ReaF 
technical the RAC Technology Centers, Contractor expert contractor, and as needed. will 
Serve as the project director marketing effort, coordinating the all participants' activities 

these in the to that of partners ensure a cohesive program makes efficient use of resources 
in the implementation of the marketing plan. 

Measurement 

Measure the success of the marketing effort by tracking the use of specific recycled- 
content materials in projects within targeted jurisdictions, and the development of State 
and local agency recycled-content materials use policies and requirements. 

With from the RAC Technology Centers, benchmark track assistance and specific 

to the to Possible indicators include, adjustments marketing strategy maximize results. 
but are not limited to: 

Number lane RAC, • of road and/or miles paved with 

Number RAC into their for the • of jurisdictions adopting paving programs 
first time, 

Increased RAC by RAC, • use jurisdictions previously using 
Number • of civil engineering product (CEP) projects, and 

Number tire in RAC CEP • of passenger equivalents (PTE) used and/or projects. 

Reporting 

Every three months, contractor shall provide a written report tracking project 
implementation and success. 

Every six (6) months, contractor shall make a presentation to the Board endiet-Speeial 
Waste Committee  summarizing project activities and developments. 

A Final Report shall be provided at the completion of the project (24 months). 

CONTRACT/TASK TIME FRAME 

It is anticipated that this contract will be awarded in June 2005 and expire in May 2007. 

COPYRIGHT PROVISION 

The contractor shall establish for the Board good title in all copyrightable and 
trademarkable materials developed as a result of this Scope of Work. Such title shall 
include exclusive copyrights and trademarks in the name of the State of California, 
California Integrated Waste Management Board. 
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Implementation

Implement the marketing plan in collaboration with Board staff, the Board’s RAC 
technical expert contractor, and the RAC Technology Centers, as needed.  Contractor will 
Serve as the project director marketing effort, coordinating the all participants’ activities 
of these partners in the to ensure a cohesive program that makes efficient use of resources 
in the implementation of the marketing plan.

Measurement

Measure the success of the marketing effort by tracking the use of specific recycled-
content materials in projects within targeted jurisdictions, and the development of State 
and local agency recycled-content materials use policies and requirements. 

With assistance from the RAC Technology Centers, benchmark and track specific 
indicators as measures of the project's effectiveness and recommend appropriate 
adjustments to the marketing strategy to maximize results.  Possible indicators include, 
but are not limited to:  

• Number of road and/or lane miles paved with RAC,  
• Number of jurisdictions adopting RAC into their paving programs for the 

first time,  
• Increased RAC use by jurisdictions previously using RAC,  
• Number of civil engineering product (CEP) projects, and 
• Number of passenger tire equivalents (PTE) used in RAC and/or CEP projects. 

Reporting

Every three months, contractor shall provide a written report tracking project 
implementation and success. 

Every six (6) months, contractor shall make a presentation to the Board and/or Special 
Waste Committee summarizing project activities and developments. 

A Final Report shall be provided at the completion of the project (24 months). 

 

IV. CONTRACT/TASK TIME FRAME 
It is anticipated that this contract will be awarded in June 2005 and expire in May 2007.  

V. COPYRIGHT PROVISION 
The contractor shall establish for the Board good title in all copyrightable and 
trademarkable materials developed as a result of this Scope of Work.  Such title shall 
include exclusive copyrights and trademarks in the name of the State of California, 
California Integrated Waste Management Board. 
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VI.  CALIFORNIA WASTE TIRES 

Unless otherwise provided for in this Scope of Work, in the event the contractor and/or 
subcontractor(s) purchases waste tires or waste-tire derived products for the performance 
of this Scope of Work, only California waste tires and California waste tire-derived 
products shall be used. As a condition of payment under the agreement, the contractor 
shall be required to provide documentation substantiating the source of the tire materials 
used during the performance of this Scope of Work to the contract manager. 

VII.  WASTE REDUCTION AND RECYCLED-CONTENT PRODUCT 
PROCUREMENT 

In the performance of this Agreement, Contractor shall use recycled content, used or 
reusable products, and practice other waste reduction measures where feasible and 
appropriate. 

Recycled Content Products: All products purchased and charged/billed to the CIWMB to 
fulfill the requirements of this contract shall be Recycled Content Products (RCPs), or 
used (reused, remanufactured, refurbished) products. All RCPs purchased or 
charged/billed to the CIWMB to fulfill the requirements of the contract shall have both 
the total recycled-content (TRC) and the postconsumer content (PC) clearly identified on 
the products. Specific requirements for the aforementioned purchases and identification 
are discussed in the Terms and Conditions of the Contractual Agreement under Recycled- 
Content Product Purchasing and Certification. 

The Contractor should, at a minimum, ensure that the following issues are addressed, as 
applicable to the services provided: 

A. WRITTEN DOCUMENT PROVISION 

All documents and/or reports drafted for publication by or for the Board in 
accordance with this contract shall adhere to the Board's Guidelines for 
Preparing CIWMB Reports (available upon request) and shall be reviewed by the 
Board's Contract Manager in consultation with one of the Board's editors. 

In addition, these documents and/or reports shall be printed double-sided on one 
hundred percent (100%) recycled-content paper (except for pages that contain 
full-color photographs or other ink-dense graphics, which may be printed on 
photographic paper). The paper should identify the postconsumer recycled 
content of the paper (i.e., "printed on 100% postconsumer paper"). When 
applicable, the contractor shall provide the contract manager with an electronic 
copy of the document and/or report for the Board's uses. 

To the greatest extent possible, soy ink instead of petroleum-based inks should be 
used to print all documents. 
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VI. CALIFORNIA WASTE TIRES 

Unless otherwise provided for in this Scope of Work, in the event the contractor and/or 
subcontractor(s) purchases waste tires or waste-tire derived products for the performance 
of this Scope of Work, only California waste tires and California waste tire-derived 
products shall be used.  As a condition of payment under the agreement, the contractor 
shall be required to provide documentation substantiating the source of the tire materials 
used during the performance of this Scope of Work to the contract manager. 

VII. WASTE REDUCTION AND RECYCLED-CONTENT PRODUCT 
 PROCUREMENT 

In the performance of this Agreement, Contractor shall use recycled content, used or 
reusable products, and practice other waste reduction measures where feasible and 
appropriate. 

Recycled Content Products:  All products purchased and charged/billed to the CIWMB to 
fulfill the requirements of this contract shall be Recycled Content Products (RCPs), or 
used (reused, remanufactured, refurbished) products.  All RCPs purchased or 
charged/billed to the CIWMB to fulfill the requirements of the contract shall have both 
the total recycled-content (TRC) and the postconsumer content (PC) clearly identified on 
the products.  Specific requirements for the aforementioned purchases and identification 
are discussed in the Terms and Conditions of the Contractual Agreement under Recycled-
Content Product Purchasing and Certification. 

The Contractor should, at a minimum, ensure that the following issues are addressed, as 
applicable to the services provided: 

 A. WRITTEN DOCUMENT PROVISION
All documents and/or reports drafted for publication by or for the Board in 
accordance with this contract shall adhere to the Board’s Guidelines for 
Preparing CIWMB Reports (available upon request) and shall be reviewed by the 
Board’s Contract Manager in consultation with one of the Board’s editors.   

In addition, these documents and/or reports shall be printed double-sided on one 
hundred percent (100%) recycled-content paper (except for pages that contain 
full-color photographs or other ink-dense graphics, which may be printed on 
photographic paper).  The paper should identify the postconsumer recycled 
content of the paper (i.e., “printed on 100% postconsumer paper”).  When 
applicable, the contractor shall provide the contract manager with an electronic 
copy of the document and/or report for the Board’s uses. 

To the greatest extent possible, soy ink instead of petroleum-based inks should be 
used to print all documents. 
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B. CONFERENCING PROVISION 

The contractor shall take any and all steps necessary to make sure that the event is 
a model for future recycling, waste prevention, diversion, buy recycled, and waste 
management events. 

Paper Products: All paper products used to fulfill the requirements of this 
contract (nametags, badges, letters, envelopes, brochures, etc) must contain at 
least 30% post-consumer recycled content fiber. 

Re-usable Cups, Plates & Utensils: To the greatest extent possible, use re- 
usable/washable utensils, dishes, tableware, etc., rather than single-use disposable 
products. 

Leftover Food/Beverages: All leftover food and/or beverages associated with the 
event will be donated to an established food donation outlet. Arrangements for 
the donation must be made prior to the date of the event. CIWMB staff will assist 
the contractor in identifying these donation outlets, if needed. 

Recycling/Composting: Arrangements must be made with the venue, sponsor, or 
by contract, to provide adequate collection bins for recyclables, organics (food 
waste) or biodegradable materials, and trash (non-recyclables). The bins should 
contain at least 30% post-consumer plastic. In addition, the contractor shall work 
with the venue and/or sponsors to maximize diversion of the discarded materials. 

Soy-based Printing Ink: To the greatest extent possible, soy ink instead of 
petroleum-based inks should be used to print all documents needed for the event. 
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 B. CONFERENCING PROVISION 

 

The contractor shall take any and all steps necessary to make sure that the event is 
a model for future recycling, waste prevention, diversion, buy recycled, and waste 
management events.   

Paper Products:  All paper products used to fulfill the requirements of this 
contract (nametags, badges, letters, envelopes, brochures, etc) must contain at 
least 30% post-consumer recycled content fiber. 

Re-usable Cups, Plates & Utensils:  To the greatest extent possible, use re-
usable/washable utensils, dishes, tableware, etc., rather than single-use disposable 
products. 

Leftover Food/Beverages:  All leftover food and/or beverages associated with the 
event will be donated to an established food donation outlet.  Arrangements for 
the donation must be made prior to the date of the event.  CIWMB staff will assist 
the contractor in identifying these donation outlets, if needed. 

Recycling/Composting:  Arrangements must be made with the venue, sponsor, or 
by contract, to provide adequate collection bins for recyclables, organics (food 
waste) or biodegradable materials, and trash (non-recyclables).  The bins should 
contain at least 30% post-consumer plastic.  In addition, the contractor shall work 
with the venue and/or sponsors to maximize diversion of the discarded materials. 

Soy-based Printing Ink:  To the greatest extent possible, soy ink instead of 
petroleum-based inks should be used to print all documents needed for the event. 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-82 

Consideration Of Rubberized Asphalt Concrete And Civil Engineering Product Marketing 
Concept And Scope Of Work (Waste Tire Recycling Management Fund/Multi-Year Funding) 

WHEREAS, the State of California generates more than 33 million waste tires annually and in excess of 25 
million of these are diverted from stockpiling or disposal in landfills; and 

WHEREAS, the Public Resources Code sections 42800, et seq. established the waste tire program for the State 
of California and assigns responsibility to the California Integrated Waste Management Board (Board); and 

WHEREAS, Senate Bill (SB) 876 (Escutia, Statutes 2000, Chapter 838) is a comprehensive measure that 
extended and expanded California's regulatory program related to the management of waste and used tires; and 

WHEREAS, SB 876 required the submittal to the Legislature of a comprehensive Five-Year Plan for the 
management of waste tires in California; and 

WHEREAS, the Board approved the Five-Year Plan for the Waste Tire Recycling Management Program (2nd  
Edition Covering Fiscal Years 2003/2004-2007/2008), which includes activities to support the Board's 
rubberized asphalt concrete (RAC) initiatives and which allocated six hundred thousand dollars ($600,000) for 
FY 2004/2005 for the RAC Technology Centers; 

WHEREAS, at its December 2004 meeting, the Special Waste Committee approved the RAC program 
elements, redirected one hundred seventy-five thousand dollars ($175,000) from the FY 2004/2005 RAC 
Technology Centers allocation to fund a RAC marketing contract and directed staff to develop a scope of work 
for the RAC and Civil Engineering Product Marketing Contract; and 

WHEREAS, the draft Five-Year Plan for the Waste Tire Recycling Management Fund (3rd  Edition, Covering 
Fiscal Years 2005/06-2009/10) includes allocations of four hundred thousand dollars ($400,000) for FY 
2005/2006 and four hundred thousand dollars ($400,000) for FY 2006/2007. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby approves the Scope of Work for the RAC 
and Civil Engineering Product Marketing Contract and directs staff to proceed with the Request for Proposals 
(RFP) for a contract in an amount not to exceed nine hundred seventy-five thousand dollars ($975,000) and to 
procure a contractor to be approved by the Board. 

CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly adopted 
at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 

Dated: 

Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-82 

Consideration Of Rubberized Asphalt Concrete And Civil Engineering Product Marketing 
Concept And Scope Of Work (Waste Tire Recycling Management Fund/Multi-Year Funding) 
 
WHEREAS, the State of California generates more than 33 million waste tires annually and in excess of 25 
million of these are diverted from stockpiling or disposal in landfills; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Public Resources Code sections 42800, et seq. established the waste tire program for the State 
of California and assigns responsibility to the California Integrated Waste Management Board (Board); and 
 
WHEREAS, Senate Bill (SB) 876 (Escutia, Statutes 2000, Chapter 838) is a comprehensive measure that 
extended and expanded California’s regulatory program related to the management of waste and used tires; and 
 
WHEREAS, SB 876 required the submittal to the Legislature of a comprehensive Five-Year Plan for the 
management of waste tires in California; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Board approved the Five-Year Plan for the Waste Tire Recycling Management Program (2nd 
Edition Covering Fiscal Years 2003/2004-2007/2008), which includes activities to support the Board’s 
rubberized asphalt concrete (RAC) initiatives and which allocated six hundred thousand dollars ($600,000) for 
FY 2004/2005 for the RAC Technology Centers; 
 
WHEREAS, at its December 2004 meeting, the Special Waste Committee approved the RAC program 
elements, redirected one hundred seventy-five thousand dollars ($175,000) from the FY 2004/2005 RAC 
Technology Centers allocation to fund a RAC marketing contract and directed staff to develop a scope of work 
for the RAC and Civil Engineering Product Marketing Contract; and 
 
WHEREAS, the draft Five-Year Plan for the Waste Tire Recycling Management Fund (3rd Edition, Covering 
Fiscal Years 2005/06-2009/10) includes allocations of four hundred thousand dollars ($400,000) for FY 
2005/2006 and four hundred thousand dollars ($400,000) for FY 2006/2007. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby approves the Scope of Work for the RAC 
and Civil Engineering Product Marketing Contract and directs staff to proceed with the Request for Proposals 
(RFP) for a contract in an amount not to exceed nine hundred seventy-five thousand dollars ($975,000) and to 
procure a contractor to be approved by the Board. 
 

CERTIFICATION 
 
The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly adopted 
at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 
 
Dated:   
 
 
 
Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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AGENDA ITEM 5 (Revised) 
ITEM 
Discussion Of Survey On Barriers To Construction And Demolition Material Reuse and Recycling 

I.  ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
At the April 14, 2004 Board meeting the Board directed staff to create a cross-divisional 
work group to identify Construction and Demolition (C&D) reuse and recycling barriers 
in California. The cross-divisional work group was formed in early May and the first 
meeting was held on May 19, 2004. The group includes staff from the Diversion, 
Planning and Local Assistance Division; Permitting and Enforcement (P&E) Division; 
and Waste Prevention and Market Development Division. The work group determined 
that it should study the C&D marketplace from all perspectives, identify stumbling 
blocks and barriers to development of C&D markets and the development of C&D 
material processing activities, identify regulatory barriers, study the management 
infrastructure of C&D material handling, and report back to the Board with its findings. 

This item reports the results of a survey that the group conducted to determine stakeholder 
opinions relative to barriers to the reuse and recycling of C&D materials. This item also 
provides additional information collected by the work group. An update on the status of 
known C&D handling activities is included as well as an update on the implementation of the 
C&D model ordinance, local ordinances, and Board-provided C&D related grants and loans. 

II.  ITEM HISTORY 
■ On May 14, 2003 the Board discussed how certain unique C&D/Inert (CDI) Debris 

Processing requirements compared to current regulations for municipal solid waste 
(MSW) transfer/processing and landfills, and how they compared to proposed 
regulations for C&D Waste and Inert Debris Disposal. The Board directed staff to 
return in July 2003 with more in-depth analysis. 

■ On July 7, 2003 the Board's P&E Committee discussed a staff analysis of the 
implications of applying each of the unique requirements to the regulation of other 
waste types and directed staff to return after collecting stakeholder feedback on the 
analysis of these unique requirements. 

■ On January 13, 2004, the Board discussed further staff analysis of the implications of 
applying each of the unique requirements to the regulation of other waste types and 
directed staff to continue analysis and finalize recommendations for four components after 
reporting on the status of the regulations on existing C&D processing activities. 

■ On April 14, 2004, the Board supported staff in creating a cross-divisional work group to 
identify C&D reuse and recycling barriers in California. The Board also directed staff to 
continue to work with Local Enforcement Agencies (LEAs) to resolve outstanding site-
specific issues relative to the permitting of known C&D debris processing activities and 
return to the Board with a progress report. 

Text shown in single underline (with the exception of paragraph headings) and single 
strikeout depict changes made shortly after the item was published. 
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ITEM 
Discussion Of Survey On Barriers To Construction And Demolition Material Reuse and Recycling 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
At the April 14, 2004 Board meeting the Board directed staff to create a cross-divisional 
work group to identify Construction and Demolition (C&D) reuse and recycling barriers 
in California. The cross-divisional work group was formed in early May and the first 
meeting was held on May 19, 2004. The group includes staff from the Diversion, 
Planning and Local Assistance Division; Permitting and Enforcement (P&E) Division; 
and Waste Prevention and Market Development Division. The work group determined 
that it should study the C&D marketplace from all perspectives, identify stumbling 
blocks and barriers to development of C&D markets and the development of C&D 
material processing activities, identify regulatory barriers, study the management 
infrastructure of C&D material handling, and report back to the Board with its findings.  
 
This item reports the results of a survey that the group conducted to determine stakeholder 
opinions relative to barriers to the reuse and recycling of C&D materials.  This item also 
provides additional information collected by the work group.  An update on the status of 
known C&D handling activities is included as well as an update on the implementation of the 
C&D model ordinance, local ordinances, and Board-provided C&D related grants and loans. 
 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
 On May 14, 2003 the Board discussed how certain unique C&D/Inert (CDI) Debris 

Processing requirements compared to current regulations for municipal solid waste 
(MSW) transfer/processing and landfills, and how they compared to proposed 
regulations for C&D Waste and Inert Debris Disposal.  The Board directed staff to 
return in July 2003 with more in-depth analysis. 

 On July 7, 2003 the Board’s P&E Committee discussed a staff analysis of the 
implications of applying each of the unique requirements to the regulation of other 
waste types and directed staff to return after collecting stakeholder feedback on the 
analysis of these unique requirements. 

 On January 13, 2004, the Board discussed further staff analysis of the implications of 
applying each of the unique requirements to the regulation of other waste types and 
directed staff to continue analysis and finalize recommendations for four components after 
reporting on the status of the regulations on existing C&D processing activities. 

 On April 14, 2004, the Board supported staff in creating a cross-divisional work group to 
identify C&D reuse and recycling barriers in California. The Board also directed staff to 
continue to work with Local Enforcement Agencies (LEAs) to resolve outstanding site- 
specific issues relative to the permitting of known C&D debris processing activities and 
return to the Board with a progress report.    
Text shown in single underline (with the exception of paragraph headings) and single 
strikeout depict changes made shortly after the item was published.



Board Meeting Agenda Item-5 
March 15-16, 2005 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
This is a discussion item only. 

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
No action is being requested at this time. 

V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 

1. Survey of Barriers to Reuse and Recycling of C&D Debris in California 
The work group, through discussion and consultation with CIWMB management, 
determined that the first step in examining C&D issues was to obtain stakeholder 
opinions on barriers to C&D reuse and recycling. The work group produced an 
electronic survey and sent it to 2,433 individuals in October 2004. The recipients 
included all known C&D handlers, C&D recycling advocates, construction industry 
representatives, LEAs, solid waste industry representatives, individuals on a distribution 
list used for review and comment on the CDI debris processing regulations, and 
individuals on the general CIWMB Board and Committee agenda mailing list. 

Survey participants were asked to identify and rank the 5 most significant C&D material 
reuse and recycling barriers from a list of 12 possibilities (see Attachment 1). 
Participants could select more detailed "sub-barrier" descriptions or associations (see 
Attachment 1), or write in their own barrier if it was not listed in the survey. 

The survey response rate was 5.5% (135 of 2,433). A sample size this low cannot be 
considered scientific or statistically representative. However, within three primary 
respondent groups, the response rate was 15%. Of the 135 responses received, 65 were 
from Public Non-Regulatory Agencies, 49 were from the private solid waste industry, and 
21 were from LEAs. The top barriers tally for the total of all respondents is: 
1. Facilities (24 respondents) 
2. Lower-Cost Options (18 respondents) 
3. a. Business Difficulty for Recycler/Processor (15 respondents) 

b. Local Ordinances, Plans, Policies, Programs & Procedures (15 respondents). 

Other barriers were scattered among the remaining survey choices and were 
significantly lower in number than these top barriers. 

For the three primary respondent groups, their opinions varied considerably regarding 
which barriers and sub-barriers were ranked high. And, some barriers that were not in 
the overall top set were more important to a particular respondent group. The top 
three barriers identified by these three groups are as follows: 

Non-Regulatory Public Agencies 
1. Lower-Cost Options 

• Cheap disposal — landfill rates may be lower than processing fees 
• Grinding materials for biomass or ADC 
• Demolition is cheaper than deconstruction 

2. Facilities 
• Siting difficulties because of noise, dust, traffic, etc. 
• Too few facilities to handle mixed C&D and dry wall, especially in rural areas 
• Too few "last chance, buy-back" facilities for salvaged C&D material 
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3. Business Difficulty 
• High operational costs, 
• Insufficient markets and unstable commodity prices for some materials 
• Unpredictable/unreliable C&D material flow 

Private Solid Waste Industry 
1. C&D Debris Processing Regulations 

• Low permit tier placement thresholds 
• Stigma of being a "Solid Waste Handler" 
• The "no residual" restriction on "C&D-like" loads 

2a. CIWMB Legislative Issues 
• No C&D disposal ban 
• Beneficial reuse competition at landfills 
• Inconsistent, conflicting, and/or over-restrictive: CIWMB regulations and/or CEQA 

b. Local Ordinances, Plans, Policies, Programs and Procedures 
• Insufficient building permit diversion deposits 
• Lack of implemented ordinances, long development process, ordinances that don't require 

reuse, and inadequate ordinance enforcement 
• Insufficient local economic incentives 

3. Markets 
• Inadequate markets for: concrete, asphalt roofmg and wood shingles, discarded carpet, 

gypsum/wallboard material, organics/wood waste, painted lumber, soil, and stucco 
• No mandate to use recycled base 

LEAs 
la. C&D Debris Processing Regulations 

• Low permit tier placement thresholds 
• Stigma of being a "Solid Waste Handler" 
• The "no residual" restriction on "C&D-like" loads 

b. Facilities 
• Siting difficulties due to noise, traffic, dust, etc. 
• Too few C&D material recyclers/processors, especially in rural areas 

2a. CIWMB Legislative Issues 
• Beneficial reuse competition at landfills 
• Inconsistent, conflicting, and/or over-restrictive: CIWMB regulations and/or CEQA. 

b. Lower-Cost Options 
• Cheap disposal 
• Grinding materials for: biomass, or ADC 
• Demolition is cheaper than deconstruction 

3. Business Difficulty 
• High operational costs 
• Insufficient markets and unstable commodity prices for some materials 
• Unpredictable/unreliable C&D material flow 

2. Regulatory Status of CDI Debris Processing Operations and Facilities, October 2004 
The CDI debris processing regulations define new CDI debris processing operations and 
facilities, place sites into regulatory tiers, establish minimum operating standards, and 
define recycling activities that are not subject to regulation. The effective date for the 
CDI debris processing regulations was August 9, 2003. "C&D Waste" is defined in Title 
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14 of the California Code of Regulations (CCR), Section 17225.15 (see Attachment 2 for 
information on the definition, composition, and management of C&D waste). 

At its April 2004 meeting, the Board asked staff if the new regulations supported the 
diversion of C&D material away from disposal, if there had been any new facilities 
created, and if there were enough facilities to process C&D material. Staff had 
previously collected the names and descriptions of CDI debris processing sites 
through LEA surveys and from information collected during the development of the 
regulations. This information was presented to the Board. Staff indicated that this was 
probably an incomplete list of sites and would continue to update the list. As of 
February 2005, summary information for 48 sites is: 

7 sites ceased operations prior to or shortly following the effective date of the regulations 
(August 9, 2003). The reasons for closure vary, but are mostly due to land use restrictions. 

For the twenty-nine (29) sites existing on the effective date of the regulations: 
■ 8 have or will receive small volume CDI debris processing operation EA notifications; 
■ 3 have or will receive medium volume CDI debris processing facility registration 

permits; 
■ 5 have or will use the CDI debris temporary registration permits for a full permit tier 

phase-in; 
■ 12 have or will be issued transfer/processing solid waste facility pe mits; 
■ 1 site changed operations to qualify as a CDI debris recycler; and 

For the twelve (12) new or planned sites operating after the effective date of the 
regulations: 
■ 6 have or will receive small volume CDI debris processing operation EA notifications; 
■ 3 received medium volume CDI debris processing facility registration permits; 
■ 1 planned site qualifies as a large volume CDI debris processing facilities in the full 

permit tier; 
■ 1 site received a transfer/processing permit; and 
■ 1 site is a CDI debris recycler. 

Staff has determined that some site operators handling primarily C&D debris have found 
little or no advantages in being regulated as a CDI processing site as compared to a 
transfer/processing station. Some site operators wanting the option to receive material 
other than C&D such as green material or roadside clean up material have chosen to be 
regulated as transfer/processing stations. Three operators opting to be regulated under the 
transfer/processing regulations cited burdensome impacts from the CDI debris processing 
regulations. 

It is difficult to determine if the regulations are in fact increasing or decreasing C&D reuse 
and recycling in California, or if they are neutral in that regard based solely on the 
information obtained at this time. C&D debris processing sites are not the only sites that 
reuse and recycle C&D material in California. The Board's facility database lists 237 
active transfer/processing operations and facilities that are allowed to receive and process 
C&D debris. The database also indicates that there are 98 landfills that are allowed to 
receive C&D debris as well. However, there is no current data on how much of the C&D 
debris received at these transfer/processing operations and landfills is reused or recycled. 
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Relative to the status of the regulations, P&E staff conducted a Northern and a 
Southern California workshop in September 2004 for the purpose of soliciting 
feedback on a draft rulemaking plan for implementation of the AB 1497 requirements 
relative to public hearings and significant change findings for solid waste facility 
permits and other regulatory issues. The workshops also began implementation of 
Board direction relative to the application of specific CDI debris processing 
requirements to other solid waste operations and facilities, (i.e., public hearing, 
weight record based on scale measurements, inspections, "3 strikes," and fire plan). 

3. WPMD Activities Re: C&D Debris Grants, Loans and Other Services 
WPMD promotes resource conservation of C&D material by providing a range of services. 
Sustainable Building competitive grants provide local government funding for projects that 
utilize sustainable building practices to achieve diversion in California. To date, a total of 
$1,527,996 has been awarded. Grant funding through fiscal year 2007/08 is now only 
available through the Tire Recycling Program's 5-Year Plan. These funds are available for 
sustainable building grants and contracts to advance, and market, building products made 
from California's waste tires. Grants may not be awarded to those C&D material diversion 
objectives that do not include waste tires in the feedstock. 

WPMD also provides a C&D recycler's database, construction materials 
database, and model or sample specifications. The C&D recyclers' database indicates 
facilities that collect specific types of C&D materials for reuse or recycling. To 
encourage the reduction and recycling of C&D material and the use of C&D materials 
in construction projects WPMD provides sample specifications that can be used by 
the project owners to incorporate these requirements in their projects. WPMD also 
provides information on the use of C&D materials in residential and school 
construction. The Organics Section provides public information on uses of urban 
wood waste, which includes wood from C&D projects, and on compost and mulch, 
which can include some C&D materials. The Recycled Content Products database 
includes manufacturers or distributors of recycled-content building products. 

The Reuse Assistance Grants program is a competitive grant program that provides 
incentives for local public agencies to promote and apply the concept of reuse to their 
business communities. C&D reuse or recycling specific grants were awarded as follows 
for fiscal years 2003/2004 for $138,336; 2002/2003 for $104,979; 2001/2002 for 
$136,185; and 2000/2001 for $148,352. 

The Recycling Market Development Zone (RMDZ) Revolving Loan Program provides 
direct loans to eligible businesses and nonprofit organizations that manufacture recycled 
raw materials, produce new recycled products, or reduce waste resulting from the 
manufacture of a product. These loans promote market development for post-consumer 
and secondary waste materials. Since 1994, the RMDZ Revolving Loan Program has 
funded 20 loans to businesses for C&D related projects for a total of $13,076,108. 
However, of the 20 loans, only 3 businesses processed C&D materials other than inert 
(asphalt and concrete) debris. 

Prior work by consultants, academics, and the CIWMB on C&D policy issues is 
summarized in Attachment 3. 
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4.) DPLA Information on C&D Ordinances and Other Services 
The DPLA collects information regarding local jurisdiction programs and offers 
specific services related to C&D recycling and reuse. 

In March 2004, as required by Senate Bill 1374 (Kuehl, Statutes of 2002), the Board 
adopted a Model C&D Diversion Ordinance based on input at multiple workshops from 
local jurisdictions, the League of California Cities, the California State Association of 
Counties (CSAC), C&D recyclers, waste haulers, and construction and demolition 
industry representatives. Jurisdictions who believe a C&D diversion ordinance would 
fit their needs and circumstances are encouraged to use the model as a tool to draft their 
own custom C&D diversion ordinance. Local jurisdictions are not required to adopt 
their own C&D ordinance, nor are they required to adopt the Board's model ordinance. 

A Local Government C&D Diversion Information (web) Page is being prepared. Because 
of the complexities involved in developing, adopting, implementing and enforcing a 
C&D diversion ordinance, this Information Page will provide jurisdictions with: 
• General guidance on what jurisdictions should take into consideration when 

developing a C&D diversion ordinance, including advice from jurisdictions that 
already have developed and are now implementing C&D ordinances, 

• Advice provided by builders, haulers, and C&D recyclers that have operated in 
jurisdictions with C&D diversion ordinances, 

• Alternative methods for diverting C&D wastes, 
• Frequently Asked Questions page, 
• Issues related to C&D diversion ordinances that would help jurisdictions to select 

the diversion method best suited to their local conditions and needs, and 
• Links within the Board's Model Ordinance, so that the user can easily navigate 

between the two documents, and links to Case Studies. 

Many jurisdictions have had C&D recycling programs in place for several years, while 
many others experiencing rapid growth are beginning to target that growth with C&D 
recycling programs. These programs include local C&D diversion ordinances, 
policies, landfill bans, or other programs that should encourage the reduction and reuse 
of C&D material. Currently, about 40 jurisdictions have adopted and are 
implementing C&D diversion ordinances for both demolition and construction 
projects. For example, the City of Atherton diverted 7,746 tons of C&D material in 
2001, and 7,915 tons in 2002 as a result of implementing their ordinance. Another city 
in San Mateo County, Hillsborough, was able to divert 7,030 tons in 2001 and 7,379 
tons in 2002 as a result of their ordinance. The City of San Mateo diverted 18,000 tons 
in 2002 and 2003, and in 2004, have diverted between 9,000 and 10,000 tons. 

The City of San Jose's C&D diversion ordinance has a unique method to simplify 
how contractors demonstrate compliance with the ordinance. The City "certifies" 
facilities that recycle C&D material so that contractors whose projects fall under the 
City's C&D ordinance just show they have taken their material to one of the certified 
facilities to reclaim their deposit, instead of providing weight tickets or other 
documentation. This saves time for both city staff implementing the ordinance, and 
the contractors who have to comply with the ordinance. 

Other jurisdictions have found that addressing C&D diversion in their franchise 
agreements with waste haulers, instead of targeting individual contractors, also saves time 
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for jurisdiction staff, avoids impacting individual contractors, and can also result in greater 
amounts of C&D diversion. Whatever method a jurisdiction chooses to divert C&D 
material, however, lack of facilities will reduce any potential diversion that could result. 

As of July 2004, 58 jurisdictions that have a Board-approved SB1066 time extension 
for meeting and maintaining the 50 percent diversion goal have also committed in 
their Plan of Correction to adopt a C&D diversion ordinance in their efforts to divert 
C&D material. An additional 44 jurisdictions not on a SB1066 time extension have 
plans to, or are in the process of, adopting a C&D diversion ordinance. Other 
jurisdictions have expressed their reluctance to adopting a C&D diversion ordinance 
or other mandatory C&D recycling program because of lack of facilities that would 
take and process this material. Others have found that certain kinds of C&D material 
like wood can more easily be captured and sent to biomass facilities or chipping and 
grinding facilities, but that mixed C&D material is difficult to divert because of a lack 
of facilities that can process such mixed waste. 

5. C&D Work Group Findings 
Based on the survey responses, information about the status of C&D material 
processing activities, and information about local jurisdiction ordinances and other 
programs, staff suggests the primary barriers (in no particular order) are. 
1) Cheaper Alternatives May Hinder Recycling/Processing 

• Demolition may be less costly than deconstruction for multiple reasons (high 
deconstruction costs; insufficient markets; recycler/processors that accept 
reclaimed/recyclable material at competitive prices; and 
unpredictable/unreliable C&D material flow). 

• Competitive disposal rates for C&D material at many landfills may hinder the 
creation and economic viability of C&D recycler/processors and remove C&D 
material from the economic mainstream. 

2) Lack of Ordinances or Insufficient Ordinance Implementation 
• Some jurisdictions do not have local ordinances that would support C&D 

material diversion and recycling. In addition, lack of ordinance 
implementation/enforcement may discourage the development of an adequate 
infrastructure for the diversion of C&D material. 

3) Lack of Local Economic Incentives 
• Some jurisdictions lack local economic incentives that support deconstruction 

and C&D material recycling and thereby discourage the development of an 
adequate infrastructure to support C&D diversion, deconstruction activities, 
and the economic viability of C&D recycler/processors. For example, low or 
nonexistent building permit diversion deposits encourage C&D material 
disposal instead of deconstruction and diversion. 

4) Regulatory Barriers 
• Survey respondents contend that aspects of the C&D material processing 

regulations may result in higher operational costs and too few C&D material 
recyclers and processors. As noted above, however, analysis of existing sites 
does not indicate whether or not the CDI regulations per se are hindering 
development of new facilities. In some areas, CDI material may instead be 
moving through transfer/processing stations and landfills. 
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• Classifying a C&D debris processor in the C&D debris processing regulations 
as a "solid waste handler" rather than "recycler" may create a negative public 
image that reduces the percentage of C&D material flowing to C&D debris 
processors and/or causes siting problems. 

5) Lack of Facilities 
• There are too few recycler/processors to handle hard-to-process C&D materials, 

including mixed loads of C&D material and specific materials such as asphalt 
roofing and wood shingles, discarded carpet, gypsum/wallboard material, 
organics/wood waste, painted lumber, soil, and stucco. This is due to multiple 
factors, including many of the barriers cited as fmdings in this section: 
competition with cheap disposal, high operational costs, insufficient markets and 
unstable commodity prices for some C&D materials, restrictive State regulations 
for recycler/processors, severe material fragmentation by demolition, siting 
difficulties, and unpredictable/unreliable C&D material flow. 

6) Lack of Markets 
• Unlike metals, paper, and plastics, there are no industry-wide specifications to 

facilitate buying and selling recycled materials from C&D materials. 
• Some stakeholders contend that biomass diversion and ADC are cheaper 

alternatives that may undermine C&D diversion by: 1) encouraging 
demolition (severe material fragmentation and mixing) over deconstruction; 
and 2) reducing the flow of C&D material to C&D recycler/processors. This 
is unsubstantiated by CIWMB data. 

7) Miscellaneous 
• Some stakeholders support a statewide C&D disposal ban. 
• Some stakeholders support a statewide mandate to use recycled road base. 
• Some stakeholders support restrictions on demolition. 
• There is insufficient data on C&D reuse and recycling by local and State agencies. 

B. Environmental Issues 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any environmental issues related 
to this item. However, information from this item could serve as the basis for future 
Board action regarding C&D material oversight issues to protect the environment. 

C. Program/Long Term Impacts 
The Board may choose to adopt all or some of the recommendations in this report, 
which may result in some program impacts. However, information from this item 
could serve as the basis for future Board action regarding C&D material issues which 
could result in future impacts to existing programs for the short and long terms. 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Impacts are dependent on the direction given by the Board and the subsequent actions 
and activities undertaken. However, information from this item could serve as the 
basis for future Board action regarding C&D material issues that could result in future 
impacts to stakeholders. 
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E. Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impact to the Board results from this item. However, information from this 
item could serve as the basis for future Board action regarding C&D material issues, 
which could result in future fiscal impacts. 

F. Legal Issues 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any legal issues related to this item. 

G. Environmental Justice 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any environmental justice issues 
related to this item. However, information presented in this item report could serve as 
the basis for future Board action regarding C&D material issues, as well as action by 
other entities, which could be related to environmental justice. 

H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
This item supports Strategic Plan Goal 2: Assist in the creation and expansion of 
sustainable markets to support diversion efforts and ensure that diverted materials 
return to the economic mainstream. 

This item supports Strategic Plan Goal 2, Objective 2, Strategy E: Facilitate research 
and information on new technologies 

This item supports Strategic Plan Goal 4: Managing and mitigating the impacts of 
solid waste on public health and safety and the environment and promoting integrated 
and consistent permitting, inspection, and enforcement efforts by acknowledging 
through cooperation with the local enforcement agency enforcement of a permit 
consistent with current environmental values and ethics. 

This item supports Strategic Plan Goal 7: Promote a "zero-waste California" where 
the public, industry, and government strive to reduce, reuse, or recycle all municipal 
solid waste materials back into nature or the marketplace in a manner that protects 
human health and the environment and honors the principles of California's 
Integrated Waste Management Act. 

VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
N/A 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1. Possible Barriers to C&D Reuse and Recycling in California 
2. C&D Composition and Management, and Indicators of Economic Activity That May 

Result in Changes in C&D Debris Generation 
3. Prior Work on C&D Debris Issues 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff: Allison Spreadborough Phone: (916) 341-6366 

Catherine Cardozo Phone: (916) 341-6348 
Nicholas Cavagnaro Phone: (916) 341-6219 

B. Legal Staff: Elliot Block Phone: (916) 341-6080 
Michael Bledsoe Phone: (916) 341-6058 

C. Administration Staff: None Phone: 
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No fiscal impact to the Board results from this item.  However, information from this 
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solid waste materials back into nature or the marketplace in a manner that protects 
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Integrated Waste Management Act. 
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A. Program Staff:   Allison Spreadborough       Phone:  (916) 341-6366 

   Catherine Cardozo        Phone:  (916) 341-6348 
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IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION 
A.  Support 

Board staff is unaware of any specific written opposition for this item. 
B.  Opposition 

Board staff is unaware of any specific written opposition for this item. 
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IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION  
A. Support 

Board staff is unaware of any specific written opposition for this item. 
B. Opposition 

Board staff is unaware of any specific written opposition for this item. 
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Possible Barriers to C&D Reuse and Recycling in California 

The barriers included in the survey were compiled from CIWMB staff observations, excerpts from the U.S. EPA 
C&D Recycling Issue Paper, 2001 Jobs Through Recycling (JTR) Recycling Market Development Roundtable, 
the C&D Program Strategy component of the Strategic Plan dated July 31, 1997. The primary barriers and sub- 

and 

barriers in the survey were: 

1) Business Difficulty for Recycler/Processor 

a. Hauling/transportation cost. 

b. Inadequate separation/storage space. 

c. Insufficient cost-effective decontamination technologies. 

d. Start-up/operating cost. 

e. Unpredictable/unreliable C&D debris material flow. 

f. Unstable commodity prices. 

2) CIWMB and Legislative Issues. 

a. C&D debris is not statutorily banned from landfill disposal. 

b. Difficult for C&D processing operations to compete due to relatively cheaper costs for beneficial reuse 
landfills. 

c. Inconsistent, conflicting, and/or over-restrictive: 

at 

o CIWMB regulations, and/or 

o California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

d. Lack of documentation available on recycling end uses. 

e. Material Recovery Facilities (MRFs) without a mandatory recycling rate for C&D debris. 

f. No statutory requirement for reuse and recycling of C&D. 

g. Overuse and/or misreporting of C&D debris used for landfill alternative daily cover, and/or "beneficial 
reuse", thereby undermining C&D reuse and recycling markets as a highest and best use. 

h. Statutory requirement that non-disposal facility be identified in a jurisdiction's NDFE for the permit to 
found in Conformance with that planning document. 

be 

i. Waste streams are not prevented from direct landfill disposal nor is preprocessing of C&D debris for 
recycling required. 

3) Facilities. 

a. Siting difficulties. 

b. Mixed processing, especially for higher and best use markets, often costs more than disposal. 

c. Too few C&D debris recyclers/processors. 

d. Too few "last chance," "buy-back," C&D debris reuse/salvage operations. 

e. Too few "resource recovery parks." 
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4) Industry Education/Training. 

a.  High rate of workforce turnover. 

b.  Inadequate cost-benefit data. 

c.  Inadequate education materials on "how to" recycle C&D debris. 

d.  Inadequate information on "where to" recycle C&D debris in my area/project area or what site-specific 
recycling opportunities exist. 

e.  Lack of training for designers on the standards and use of recovered C&D materials. 

f.  Lumber is used extensively for mulch, ADC, or biomass fuel thereby undermining reuse markets as a 
highest and best use. 

g.  Project manager and deconstructor miscommunication. 

h.  Waste Management Plan requirements not adhered to or appropriately monitored and tracked to verify 
compliance. 

5) Local Enforcement Agency 

a.  High permit and inspection fees. 

b.  No C&D debris diversion support. 

6) 

c. 

Local 

Minimal monitoring of landfill beneficial reuse activities, by category and weight, 

Mandates 

a.  

b.  

Franchise haulers that aren't required to take C&D debris in roll-offs to C&D debris recyclers, 

Inconsistent, conflicting, and/or over-restrictive: 

o local planning dept requirements, and/or 

o use permits 

c.  

d.  

Not differentiating for diversion purposes, between inerts and mixed solid waste materials entering a 
processing facility, 

Not having a 50 percent recycling provision for all construction or demolition projects regardless of the 
project size. 

e.  Not having a separate franchise hauler agreement for C&D debris. 

f.  Not imposing a landfill disposal surcharge or business tax on C&D waste haulers and C&D waste 
contractors. 

g.  Not lowering franchise hauler tipping fees if the hauler meets certain C&D debris recycling requirements. 

h.  Not posting a newspaper advertisement for salvage material types and quantities before permitting a 
demolition project. 

i.  Not requiring deconstruction as part of demolition permitting. 
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7) Local Ordinances, Plans, Policies, Programs & Procedures 

a. Deconstruction project, land use, and zoning restriction approvals that don't consider timing, scheduling, 
and cost issues. 

b. Inadequate local ordinance enforcement. 

c. Insufficient local C&D debris diversion ordinances. 

d. Insufficient local economic incentives, e.g.: 

o Disposal fee exemption for C&D debris recyclers is lacking. 

o Building permit C&D debris diversion deposit is too low or lacking. 

e. Jurisdictions working independently of neighboring jurisdictions on C&D Debris Recycling Plans, policies, 
reporting requirements, or diversion programs. 

f. Pressure to discourage jurisdictions from having Recycling Plans, policies, reporting requirements, or 
diversion programs that require higher diversion rates or higher and better market use requirements than 
neighboring jurisdictions. 

8) Lower-cost Options 

a. Demolition instead of deconstruction. 

b. Grinding materials for: 

o Biomass, or 

o Landfill alternative daily cover 

c. Disposal. 

9) Markets 

a. Inadequate markets for discarded carpet. 

b. Inadequate markets for gypsum/wallboard debris. 

c. Inadequate markets for asphalt roofmg and wood shingles. 

10) Public Education 

a. Inadequate education materials on "how to" recycle C&D debris. 

b. Lead and asbestos contamination fears. 

c. "Not in my back yard" (NIMBY) issues. 

d. Public apathy. 

11) Recycled Content Product (RCP) Difficulties 

a. High initial procurement cost. 

b. Inadequate industry standards. 

c. Inadequate proven, performance-based specifications. 

d. Inadequate test methods. 

e. Inadequate local public works and Caltrans contract specifications for recycled materials in roads, road 
base, trenches, backfill and erosion control. 

f. Inferior quality bias. 

g. Long procurement lead time. 

h. Multiple green building rating systems. 
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i. No incentives for designers. 

j. Outdated ordinance and building code product requirements. 

k. Product test cost. 

1. Unavailability. 

m. Unstable supply. 

n. User training needs. 

12) Regulations for C&D Debris Processing 

a. 60% recycling requirement of the medium volume processing 

b. "Construction work" definition limitations. 

c. Low permit tier placement thresholds. 

d. No new facility "phase-in" allowance to higher permit tiers. 

e. Public Hearing requirement. 

f. Scale requirement. 

g. "Solid waste handler" versus a "recycler" regulatory status. 

h. The "no residual" restriction on "C&D-like" loads. 

tier. 

13) Other 

a. List any alternate barriers. 

4 

Board Meeting Agenda Item 5
March 15-16, 2005  Attachment 1 
 

i. No incentives for designers.  
j. Outdated ordinance and building code product requirements.  
k. Product test cost.  
l. Unavailability.  
m. Unstable supply.  
n. User training needs.  

12) Regulations for C&D Debris Processing  

a. 60% recycling requirement of the medium volume processing tier.  
b. "Construction work" definition limitations.  
c. Low permit tier placement thresholds.  
d. No new facility "phase-in" allowance to higher permit tiers.  
e. Public Hearing requirement.  
f. Scale requirement.  
g. "Solid waste handler" versus a "recycler" regulatory status.  
h. The "no residual" restriction on "C&D-like" loads.  

13) Other  

a. List any alternate barriers. 

 
 

 4



Board Meeting Agenda Item 5 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 2 

C&D Composition and Management 

C&D waste is defined in 14 CCR 17225.15 as "the waste building materials, 
packaging and rubble resulting from construction, remodeling, repair and 
demolition operations on pavements, houses, commercial buildings and other 
structures." This definition can be a waste characterization dilemma if some of the 
individual material types typically found in C&D debris are not categorized as 
C&D debris material types. For example, the Board's 1999 waste characterization 
study of statewide disposal includes post-consumer corrugated boxes, wood pallets, 
food and beverage containers, caulking tubes, and paint containers in categories 
other than C&D, including: Paper, Glass, Metal, Plastic, Other Organic, Household 
Hazardous Waste, and Mixed Residue. These wastes that came from construction 
sites were therefore not included in the "C&D" material tonnage estimates in the 
study. Significant quantities of these material types annually enter the waste stream 
from building construction sites. This means estimated tonnage of C&D material 
types from a waste characterization study may understate "C&D debris" tonnage as 
commonly understood and as defined in 14 CCR 17225.15. 

Comprehensive data on the amount of C&D debris generated or diverted within 
California is not readily available. According to the Board's 1999 sampling of solid 
waste disposed in California, Board-defined C&D material types accounted for 
21.7%, or about 8.7 million tons, of all 2003 disposal. The Board estimates 
California's 2003 solid waste diversion at 35 8 million tons, but the C&D 
percentage of this diversion tonnage is unknown. 

In 2005, the Board will conduct a third study that is limited to disposal in four 
major metropolitan areas of the State. For information on economic indicators that 
may reflect change in the amount of C&D debris generated, see the second page of 
this Attachment. 

The U.S. EPA Report #530-R-98-010, Characterization of Building-Related 
Construction and Demolition Debris in the United States indicates the most 
common C&D debris management practice in the U.S is to bury it at C&D landfills, 
MSW landfills, and unpermitted sites. In 1996, 35 - 45% was buried at C&D 
landfills; 30 - 40% was managed (diverted) on-site, or buried at MSW landfills or 
unpermitted landfills; and 20 - 30% was recovered for processing & recycling. 
Although a high C&D debris diversion rate is achievable with 
deconstruction/"hand-wrecking" because contamination is minimized, it is labor 
intensive and requires more time than traditional demolition. It is unknown how 
much C&D debris (i.e., the wood portion) is sent to biomass facilities as boiler fuel, 
or is beneficially reused in the construction and operation of California landfills. 
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Indicators of Economic Activity That May Result in Changes in 

C&D Debris Generation 

There are several construction activity indicators, including: (a) construction 
employment by county for 35 of 58 California counties, (b) new single-family and 
multi-family housing unit building permits by city or county, and (c) residential, 
private non-residential, and public works building permit valuations by city or 
county. While these indicators may be related to C&D debris generation and 
disposal, the strength and timing of these relationships are unknown. 

Construction employment statewide, and for 36 of California's 58 counties, is 
available from the Employment Development Department. The Construction 
Industry Research Board, a non-profit research center established in 1974 and 
funded by grants from the construction industry, publishes construction data such 
as: 

• Residential new housing units and building permit valuations by county, 
• Private nonresidential building permit valuations by county, and 
• Public works construction by agency type, construction category, and 

county. 

According to the U.S. EPA report, the composition of C&D debris from buildings is 
highly variable and depends on the type of activity. At construction and renovation 
sites, wood is typically the largest component, and these sites generally produce 
cleaner materials than demolition sites. Construction and renovation sites tend to 
dominate the C&D waste stream in fast growing areas. At demolition sites, 
concrete is typically the largest component. According to a February 1998 issues 
paper, Constraints And Opportunities: Expanding Recovery In The Demolition 
Industry, prepared by the Community Environmental Council (CEC) of Santa 
Barbara, California, the National Association of Demolition Contractors estimate 
the recovery rate for concrete is 75 to 85% for private sector demolition projects, 
and 20 to 30% for public sector demolition projects. This same issues paper reports 
that higher wage rates required at public sector projects result in lower recovery 
rates. The U.S. EPA report states that demolition sites tend to dominate the C&D 
waste stream in many urban areas. 
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Prior Work on C&D Debris Issues 
A number of academics and groups have examined C&D issues and pointed out significant non-regulatory 
barriers ranging from markets to research. According to Integrated Solid Waste Management: Engineering 
Principles and Management Issues by Tchobanoglous/Thiesen/Vigil, McGraw-Hill, 1993, C&D debris reuse & 
recycling opportunities depend on: 

■ Markets for the individual materials 
■ The ability to process commingled C&D debris or to separate the individual materials 
■ The economics of materials recovery, and 
■ Materials specifications. 

A February 18, 1997 CIWMB Construction and Demolition Waste Study was prepared by the University of 
California, Los Angeles Extension. It collected existing data about C&D generation from a literature search of 
published studies, and a telephone survey of a representative sample of contractors and waste industry 
professionals. The research focused on waste generated from conventional building practices, road construction 
and other public works, and disaster-related clean-up and repair activities. 

In November 1997, the CIWMB adopted C&D Recycling as a major initiative in its strategic plan to achieve the 
requirements of the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939, Sher, Chapter 1095, Statutes 
of 1989). In implementing its 1997 Strategic Plan, the Board created priority teams, two of which centered on 
market development for materials that comprise major portions of the waste stream: organic materials, and C&D 
debris. The "greening" team focused on diversion outreach programs, partnerships, and demonstrations of the 
benefits of recycling and composting of organic materials. The C&D priority team's efforts evolved into the 
current sustainable building program. 

In 1998, the C&D priority team compiled work elements surrounding various C&D issues: 

■ Assist operators and local agencies in siting & permitting, 
■ Develop an economics worksheet for contractors, 
■ Encourage and establish co-op salvage yards, and 
■ Issue loans to C&D processors and recyclers. 

According to a February 1998 Gildea Resource Center: Community Environmental Council (CEC) issues paper, 
Constraints and Opportunities: Expanding Recovery in the Demolition Industry, the factors that influence 
demolition salvage include: 

■ contract limitations, 
■ equipment, 
■ labor costs, 
■ landfill costs, 
■ product liability, 
■ secondary material markets, and 
■ timing of project schedules. 

The CEC paper gives the CIWMB nine recommendations for C&D debris recovery. The CEC 
recommended working with public contracting agencies to evaluate requiring reuse and recycling in 
project bids and remove barriers to material reuse and recycling in the language, process and procedures 
of public contracting. It also recommended expanding market development programs to specifically 
target business development and attraction efforts towards companies that process or manufacture with 
materials that are difficult to recycle, including: small dimensional lumber, drywall, roofing materials, 
brick and other problem demolition materials. 
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AGENDA ITEM 6 
ITEM 
Consideration Of The Adequacy Of The Amended Nondisposal Facility Element (NDFE) For 
The City Of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
The City of Los Angeles (City) has amended its NDFE by identifying and describing the 
California Waste Services facility (facility), an existing construction, demolition and inert debris 
processing facility. This is the third amendment to the City's originally approved NDFE. 

The Permits and Enforcement Division will be presenting an agenda item for the 
proposed permit for this facility in the future. 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
The Board previously approved an amendment to the City's NDFE on November 9, 2004. 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
The Board may: 
1. Approve the City's amended NDFE. 
2. Disapprove the City's amended NDFE. 

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Board staff recommends the Board adopt option 1: Approve the City's amended NDFE. 

V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 
1. Background 

The City has amended its NDFE by adding the nondisposal facility, as noted below. 
a. Facility type/location: The City has amended its NDFE to identify and describe the 
facility located at 621 W. 152nd  Street, Los Angeles, CA 90247 (SWIS No. 19-AR- 
1225). This is large volume construction, demolition and inert debris processing facility 
which accepts material from jurisdictions in Los Angeles and Orange counties. 
Facility capacity: The facility currently receives 400 tons per day (tpd) of inert debris 
at the facility. The facility capacity is approximately 600 tpd. 
Anticipated diversion rate: The facility's recovery rate in 2003 was approximately 
64.9 percent. 
Participating jurisdictions: The facility serves the cities of Los Angeles, Anaheim, 
Westminster, Seal Beach, Palos Verdes Estates, Santa Ana, Pico Rivera, Bellflower, 
Tustin, Lakewood, Culver City, Burbank, West Hollywood, Cerritos, Compton, El 
Segundo, Glendale, Inglewood, Irvine, Lawndale, Manhattan Beach, Redondo Beach, 
Hermosa Beach, Newport Beach, Long Beach, Lake Forest, Huntington Beach, Pasadena, 
Palos Verdes, Rolling Hills, Santa Monica, Torrance, Signal Hill, Lomita, Lynwood, 
Carson, Commerce, Costa Mesa, Downey, Gardena, Hawthorne, Rancho Palos Verdes, 
Santa Fe Springs, and the unincorporated areas of Los Angeles and Orange counties. 
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Los Angeles Yes No 
Local Task Force comments X 
3-day public notice X 
Resolution adopting amendment X 
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Environmental Issues 
Staff is not aware of any environmental issues related to the amended NDFE. 
Specific environmental issues would be addressed during the permitting process 
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Board from the Permits Division. 
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Stakeholder Impacts 
Approving the City's amended NDFE will facilitate any future conformance 
made by the Board as part of the permitting process, as the facilities will then 
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Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impact to the Board results from this item. 
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30.5 45.8 10.0 .24 10.8 .14 2.6 

2000 Census Data — Economic Data for City of Los Angeles 
Median annual 
income* 

Mean (average) income* % individuals below poverty level 

36,680 48,276 22 
* Per household 

• Environmental 
are no environmental 

• Efforts at Environmental 
street banners, guidebooks 
residential and commercial 
Chinese. 

Justice Issues. According to 
justice issues in this community 

Justice Outreach. 
and web based information 
sectors. Some handouts 

the jurisdictional 
related 

representative, there 
to this item. 
newsletters, cable ads, 

recycling to 
in Spanish and 

to promote 
The City uses 

are provided 

Page 6-2 

Board Meeting Agenda Item-6 
March 15-16, 2005  
 

Page 6-2 

2.  Findings
The City has adequately addressed all requirements for amending a NDFE by 
submitting the information noted below: 

 
Los Angeles Yes No 
Local Task Force comments X  
3-day public notice X  
Resolution adopting amendment X  
Amendment includes required information for facility type X  

 
B. Environmental Issues 

Staff is not aware of any environmental issues related to the amended NDFE.  
Specific environmental issues would be addressed during the permitting process of 
the facilities, and thus would be discussed in any associated items presented to the 
Board from the Permits Division. 
 

C. Program/Long Term Impacts 
Staff does not anticipate any program or long term impacts as a result of this item. 
 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Approving the City’s amended NDFE will facilitate any future conformance findings 
made by the Board as part of the permitting process, as the facilities will then be 
identified in the NDFE, as required. 
 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impact to the Board results from this item. 
 

F. Legal Issues 
This item represents the process for implementing PRC Section 41800 that describes the 
Board’s approval process of a jurisdiction’s planning elements, including the NDFE.   
 

G. Environmental Justice 
2000 Census Data – Demographics for City of Los Angeles 

% White %Hispanic % Black %Native 
American 

%Asian %Pacific 
Islander 

%Other 

30.5 45.8 10.0 .24 10.8 .14 2.6 
 

2000 Census Data – Economic Data for City of Los Angeles 
Median annual 
income* 

Mean (average) income* % individuals below poverty level 

36,680 48,276 22 
*  Per household 

 
• Environmental Justice Issues.  According to the jurisdictional representative, there 

are no environmental justice issues in this community related to this item.   
• Efforts at Environmental Justice Outreach.  The City uses newsletters, cable ads, 

street banners, guidebooks and web based information to promote recycling to 
residential and commercial sectors.  Some handouts are provided in Spanish and 
Chinese.   
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Project Benefits. Updating the City's NDFE to include descriptions of new or 
modified Nondisposal facilities will allow City residents to have a more complete 
picture of the Nondisposal facilities the City will be using to achieve and maintain its 
diversion requirements. 

H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
This item supports Strategic Plan goal 2, objective 3 (Support local jurisdictions' 
ability to reach and maintain California's waste diversion mandates), strategy (D) 
(Assess and assist local governments' efforts to implement programs and reduce 
disposal, taking corrective action as needed) by approving the City's locally adopted 
amended NDFE. 

VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
This item does not require any Board fiscal action. 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1. Resolution Number 2005-64 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff: Jennifer Wallin Phone: (562) 492-9685 
B. Legal Staff: Elliot Block Phone: (916) 341-6080 
C. Administration Staff: N/A Phone: N/A 

IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION 
A. Support 

City of Los Angeles 
B. Opposition 

Staff had not received any written opposition at the time this item was submitted for 
publication. 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-64 

Consideration Of The Amended Nondisposal Facility Element For The City Of Los Angeles, Los 
Angeles County 

WHEREAS, Public Resources Code (PRC) Sections 40900 et seq., describe the requirements 
to be met by Cities and Counties when developing and implementing integrated waste 
management plans; and 

WHEREAS, PRC Sections 41730 et seq. require that each City and County prepare and adopt a 
Nondisposal Facility Element (NDFE) which includes a description of existing and new solid 
waste facilities, and the expansion of existing solid waste facilities, which will be needed to 
implement a jurisdiction's Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE), to enable it to meet 
the requirements of PRC Section 41780; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Los Angeles has amended its Board-approved NDFE to reflect 
additions to the described facilities and has submitted the amended NDFE to the Board; and 

WHEREAS, based on review of the amended NDFE, Board staff found that all of the 
foregoing requirements have been satisfied and that the amended NDFE substantially complies 
with PRC Sections 41730, et seq., and recommends approval; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby approves the amended 
Nondisposal Facility Element for the City of Los Angeles. 

CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a 
resolution duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 

Dated: 

Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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AGENDA ITEM 7 
ITEM 
Consideration Of An Amendment To The Los Angeles Area Integrated Waste Management 
Authority To Add The City Of Hermosa Beach As A Member To The Regional Agency 
Agreement (LARA) 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
The Los Angeles Area Integrated Waste Management Authority Regional Agency 
(LARA) is requesting to amend its Regional Agency formation agreement to include as a 
new member, the City of Hermosa Beach (City). 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
This is the first time this item is coming before the Board. 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
1. The Board may approve the LARA amendment to the Regional Agency formation 

agreement as written. 
2. The Board may approve the amendment to the Regional Agency formation agreement 

between the LARA and the City and require the agreement approval be conditioned 
with a requirement that program activities specified in the Board authorized 
Compliance Order to the City must be completed and fully implemented. 

3. The Board may deny the request to adopt the amended Regional Agency formation 
agreement. 

4. The Board may direct staff to analyze additional information as determined by the 
Board, and provide a revised recommendation at a future Board meeting. 

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Board staff recommends the Board approve Option 2 - Board authorization of this 
amendment to the Regional Agency formation agreement conditioned with a requirement 
that program activities specified in the Board authorized Compliance Order IWMA 
BR04-05 to the City must be completed and fully implemented. 

V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 

In a letter dated January 30, 2003, the City of Los Angeles announced the formation of a 
Joint Powers Authority (JPA) and requested Board staff to prepare an agenda item for 
the Board to consider approving the Regional Agency. The agreement was entered into 
by the cities of Artesia, Beverly Hills, Duarte, Hidden Hills, Los Angeles, Lynwood, 
Manhattan Beach, Pomona, Rancho Palos Verdes, Redondo Beach, Rosemead, Sierra 
Madre, South Gate, and Torrance. The JPA was formed in order for these cities to 
submit a single Annual Report to the Integrated Waste Management Board on AB 939 
requirements and to work towards the implementation of regional waste reduction and 
regional recycling diversion programs. The LARA JPA became effective and the Board 
approved it as a Regional Agency on January 13, 2004. 
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AGENDA ITEM 7 

ITEM 
Consideration Of An Amendment To The Los Angeles Area  Integrated Waste Management 
Authority To Add The City Of Hermosa Beach As A Member To The Regional Agency 
Agreement (LARA) 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
The Los Angeles Area Integrated Waste Management Authority Regional Agency 
(LARA) is requesting to amend its Regional Agency formation agreement to include as a 
new member, the City of Hermosa Beach (City).  
 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
This is the first time this item is coming before the Board. 
  

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
1. The Board may approve the LARA amendment to the Regional Agency formation 

agreement as written. 
2. The Board may approve the amendment to the Regional Agency formation agreement 

between the LARA and the City and require the agreement approval be conditioned 
with a requirement that program activities specified in the Board authorized 
Compliance Order to the City must be completed and fully implemented. 

3. The Board may deny the request to adopt the amended Regional Agency formation 
agreement. 

4. The Board may direct staff to analyze additional information as determined by the 
Board, and provide a revised recommendation at a future Board meeting. 

 
IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Board staff recommends the Board approve Option 2 - Board authorization of this 
amendment to the Regional Agency formation agreement conditioned with a requirement 
that program activities specified in the Board authorized Compliance Order IWMA 
BR04-05 to the City must be completed and fully implemented. 

 
V. ANALYSIS 

A. Key Issues and Findings 
In a letter dated January 30, 2003, the City of Los Angeles announced the formation of a 
Joint Powers Authority (JPA) and requested Board staff to prepare an agenda item for 
the Board to consider approving the Regional Agency. The agreement was entered into 
by the cities of Artesia, Beverly Hills, Duarte, Hidden Hills, Los Angeles, Lynwood, 
Manhattan Beach, Pomona, Rancho Palos Verdes, Redondo Beach, Rosemead, Sierra 
Madre, South Gate, and Torrance.  The JPA was formed in order for these cities to 
submit a single Annual Report to the Integrated Waste Management Board on AB 939 
requirements and to work towards the implementation of regional waste reduction and 
regional recycling diversion programs. The LARA JPA became effective and the Board 
approved it as a Regional Agency on January 13, 2004. 
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Jurisdictions 2000 Tonnage 2000 
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LARA Base Year 10,949,809 
Hermosa Beach Reporting Year 37,752 
Proposed LARA Base Year 10,987,561 
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Hermosa Beach's diversion rate in 2000 was 46 percent, 
for 2001 and 2002 are 47 and 37 percent, respectively. 

submit its first Annual Report for 2003 but it will 
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On January 13, 2005, the JPA members voted to allow the City of Hermosa Beach to join 
the JPA.  On January 23, 2005, the LARA sent a letter to the Board requesting to amend 
the Regional Agency to include the City of Hermosa Beach as a member.  
 
In agreeing to the JPA, all members have committed to being responsible for funding 
and/or implementing programs as adopted in their respective Source Reduction 
Recycling Elements and Household Hazardous Waste Elements.  
 
On November 9, 2004, an item was considered by the Board regarding the City of 
Hermosa Beach’s failure to meet requirements of its time extension and upon review 
of the City’s Biennial Review findings the Board issued a Compliance Order IWMA 
BR04-05.   
 
At the time this item was developed, Board staff was working with the City to 
develop a Local Assistance Plan required by the Compliance Order that describes a 
pathway for achieving diversion requirements.  The Local Assistance Plan must be 
completed by February 28, 2005.  
 
The LARA has a base year of 2000. The City of Hermosa Beach has a base year of 
1998. The table below shows the LARA generation tonnage as approved by the Board 
in authorizing the formation of the Regional Agency, and the City of Hermosa Beach 
estimated reporting-year generation for 2000 using the Board’s adjustment method 
calculation.  Please note that 311 tons were also removed from the City’s generation 
tonnage to reflect changes that were made to the City’s generation as a result of 
AB2308 (inert facility adjustments).  The proposed generation tonnage would be used 
in making future adjustments method calculations beginning in the 2005 reporting 
year for the Regional Agency.  The City of Hermosa Beach will report independently 
of the Regional Agency for both the 2003 and 2004 Annual Reports.  
 

 Jurisdictions 2000 Tonnage       2000 
Generation 

LARA Base Year 10,949,809 
Hermosa Beach Reporting Year   37,752 
Proposed  LARA  Base Year  10,987,561 

 
 
 

 
 
Staff has determined that the Board may approve the requested amendment to the 
Regional Agency as it has met the statutory requirements, through development of a 
joint powers agreement that includes all the statutorily required provisions, for the 
creation of a regional agency.  
 
PRC section 40970, which describes Legislative Intent regarding the approval of 
Regional Agencies, provides that: 

 
“…It is not the intent of the Legislature in enacting this article to diminish the 
responsibility of individual cities and counties to implement source reduction, 
recycling, and composting programs as required by this part…”  

 
The City of Hermosa Beach’s diversion rate in 2000 was 46 percent, and the preliminary 
diversion rates for 2001 and 2002 are 47 and 37 percent, respectively. The Regional 
Agency will submit its first Annual Report for 2003 but it will not include the City of 
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Compliance Orders continue to be implemented by all member 
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implementation activities. 
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the process for implementing PRC Section 40970 that allows 
to form regional agencies for the purpose of meeting the mandates of the 

Management Act (i.e. AB 939). The agreement between the LARA 
is both a JPA and a regional agency formation agreement, and was 
Board staff and legal counsel and found to be complete (see Attachment 1). 
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and program 

Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impact 

Legal Issues 
This item represents 
jurisdictions 
Integrated Waste 
and the City 
reviewed by 

Environmental 

2000 Census Data — Demographics for LARA 

% White % Hispanic % Black % Native American % Asian % Pacific Islander % Other 
30.5% 45.8 10.0% .24% 10.8% .14% 2.6% 

Economic data for the LARA could not be readily calculated. Since the City of 
Angeles, a WA member, maintains 82% of the population within the boundaries 
the entire proposed LARA, the City of Los Angeles data will be used to indicate 
economic data for the consideration of this item. 

Los 
of 

2000 Census Data — Economic Data for City of Los Angeles 
Median annual income* Mean (average) 

income* 
% Individuals below poverty 
level 

36,680 48,276 22% 
*Per Household 
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Hermosa Beach. The rate for the Regional Agency is expected to surpass 50 percent.  In 
approving the Regional Agency, the Board placed conditions on the approval of the 
Regional Agency to require that program activities specified in Board approved time 
extensions and Compliance Orders continue to be implemented by all member 
jurisdictions of LARA. These conditions provide additional clarity of the Board’s 
expectations that member jurisdictions maintain effective diversion programs. Staff’s 
recommendation for the approval of this amendment to the Regional Agency to include the 
City of Hermosa Beach as a member is consistent with the conditions set by the Board.   
 

B. Environmental Issues 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any environmental issues related 
to this item. 
 

C. Program/Long Term Impacts 
The Board encourages regional agency formation and the expansion of the LARA 
will improve programs and program results for the jurisdictions.  
 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Approving the Regional Agency creates a structure for local coordination in reporting 
and program implementation activities.   
 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impact to the Board results from this item. 
 

F. Legal Issues 
This item represents the process for implementing PRC Section 40970 that allows 
jurisdictions to form regional agencies for the purpose of meeting the mandates of the 
Integrated Waste Management Act (i.e. AB 939).  The agreement between the LARA 
and the City is both a JPA and a regional agency formation agreement, and was 
reviewed by Board staff and legal counsel and found to be complete (see Attachment 1). 
 

G. Environmental Justice 
 

2000 Census Data – Demographics for LARA 
 
% White 

 
% Hispanic 

 
% Black 

 
% Native American

 
% Asian

 
% Pacific Islander 

 
% Other

30.5% 45.8 10.0% .24% 10.8% .14% 2.6% 
 

Economic data for the LARA could not be readily calculated.  Since the City of Los 
Angeles, a JPA member, maintains 82% of the population within the boundaries of 
the entire proposed LARA, the City of Los Angeles data will be used to indicate 
economic data for the consideration of this item.  

2000 Census Data – Economic Data for City of Los Angeles 
Median annual income* Mean (average) 

income* 
% Individuals below poverty 
level 

36,680 48,276 22% 
*Per Household 
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• Environmental Justice Issues. According to the WA representative, the member 
jurisdictions are not aware of any environmental justice issues in there communities 
related to solid waste management. 

• Efforts at Environmental Justice Outreach. Member jurisdictions use newsletters, 
cable ads, street banners, guidebooks and web based information to promote recycling 
to residential and commercial sectors. Some handouts are provided in Spanish and 
Chinese. In some cases, LARA will target specific neighborhoods. The goals are to 
enhance awareness of the need for waste reduction and recycling and to reach as many 
communities as possible. The LARA may be involved in community fairs and provide 
information on waste reduction and recycling to residents and businesses. 

• Project Benefits. A regional agency creates a structure that has the potential to 
improve local coordination in reporting and program implementation activities that 
can include efforts to improve communication and services to all citizens and 
businesses located within the jurisdictions of LARA members. 

H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
Goal 2, Objective 3 — Support local jurisdictions' ability to reach and maintain 
California's waste diversion mandates. 

Strategy C — Facilitate cooperation efforts among State, local and private entities to 
lower cost of diversion and increase benefit to local jurisdictions. 

VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
This item does not require any Board fiscal action. 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1. LARA Regional Agency Formation Agreement 
2. Hermosa Beach Signature to WA Agreement 
3. Resolution Number 2005-65 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff: Steve Uselton Phone: (562) 981-9095 
B. Legal Staff: Elliott Block Phone: (916) 341-6080 
C. Administration Staff: N/A Phone: N/A 

IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION 
A. Support 

1. LARA 
2. City of Hermosa Beach 

B. Opposition 
No known opposition 
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• Environmental Justice Issues.  According to the JPA representative, the member 
jurisdictions are not aware of any environmental justice issues in there communities 
related to solid waste management.  

• Efforts at Environmental Justice Outreach.  Member jurisdictions use newsletters, 
cable ads, street banners, guidebooks and web based information to promote recycling 
to residential and commercial sectors.  Some handouts are provided in Spanish and 
Chinese.  In some cases, LARA will target specific neighborhoods.  The goals are to 
enhance awareness of the need for waste reduction and recycling and to reach as many 
communities as possible.  The LARA may be involved in community fairs and provide 
information on waste reduction and recycling to residents and businesses.  

• Project Benefits.  A regional agency creates a structure that has the potential to 
improve local coordination in reporting and program implementation activities that 
can include efforts to improve communication and services to all citizens and 
businesses located within the jurisdictions of LARA members. 
 

H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
Goal 2, Objective 3 – Support local jurisdictions’ ability to reach and maintain 
California’s waste diversion mandates.   

 
Strategy C – Facilitate cooperation efforts among State, local and private entities to 
lower cost of diversion and increase benefit to local jurisdictions. 
 

VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
This item does not require any Board fiscal action. 
 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1. LARA Regional Agency Formation Agreement 
2. Hermosa Beach Signature to JPA Agreement 
3. Resolution Number 2005-65 
 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff:  Steve Uselton Phone:  (562) 981-9095 
B. Legal Staff:  Elliott Block Phone:  (916) 341-6080 
C.  Administration Staff:  N/A          Phone:  N/A 
 

IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION  
A. Support 

1. LARA 
2. City of Hermosa Beach 

B. Opposition 
No known opposition 



Board Meeting 
March 15-16, 2005 

Agenda Item 
Attachment 1 

JOINT POWERS AGREEMENT 
Between 

i 

Integrated 

the following Jurisdictions: 

Withdrew prior 

Authority 

to Board action 

1.  City of Artesia 

2.  City of Beverly Hills 

3.  City of Duarte 

4.  Gity-ol-Gardena 
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JOINT POWERS AGREEMENT — LOS ANGELES AREA 

INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY 
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5. City of Hidden Hills 13. City of Sierra Madre 

6. City of Los Angeles 14. City of South Gate 

7. City of Lynwood 15. City of Torrance 

8. City Manhattan Beach 
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power common 
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939), California Public Resources § 40000 et seq., mandating 
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municipalities and county unincorporated areas divert material from disposal, and has 

promulgated regulations promoting material reuse and recycling; and 

Whereas, the foregoing Parties to this agreement have the power to provide waste management 

services including the storage, collection, recycling, and disposal of solid wastes within their 

respective jurisdictions; and 

Whereas, the foregoing Parties desire and agree to form a regional agency to report as a single 

entity the annual regional compliance with AB 939 reporting requirements and to work towards 

the implemebtation of regional waste reduction and regional recycling diversion programs; and 

Whereas, each of the foregoing Parties has a California Integrated Waste Management Board 

approved Source Reduction and Recycling Element, a California Integrated Waste Management 

Board approved Solid Waste Generation Study, a California Integrated Waste Management 

Board approved Household Hazardous Waste Element, and a California Integrated Waste 

Management Board approved Non-Disposal Facility Element; and 

Whereas, on the date above, this agreement was entered into by the Parties to this agreement 

whereby the Los Angeles Area Integrated Waste Management Authority is established to be a 

"Regional Agency" entity to provide cooperative solid waste reporting and program activities to 

the participating parties; and 

Whereas, the California Public Resources Code, Sections 40970 through Section 40975 allows 

cities and counties to form Regional Agencies to implement PRC Division 30, Part 2, Integrated 
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Waste Management Plans, in order to reduce the cost of reporting and tracking of disposal and 

diversion programs by individual jurisdictions and counties and to increase the diversion of solid 

waste from disposal facilities; and 

Whereas, by this agreement, the parties hereto wish to enter into this agreement to form a 

Regional Agency for purposes of combining disposal and diversion quantities for determining 

compliance with the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 and to allow for the 

efficient operation of diversion programs on a region-wide basis; and 

Now, therefore, in consideration of the mutual promises and agreements herein contained, the 

parties hereto agree as follows: 

Section 1. Definitions 

A. Agreement. This agreement as it is now exists, or as it may be amended. 

B. AB 939. The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989. 

C. Agency/Regional Agency. Los Angeles Area Integrated Waste Management Authority, 

formed pursuant to California Public Resources Code Sections 40970 through 40975 and 

approved by the CIWMB. 

D. Annual Report. The report required by the State of California to measure compliance to 

the provisions of AB 939. 

E. Board. Body consisting of a representative designated by the governing body of each 

member. 

F. Chair/Vice-Chair. Members elected by a majority vote of the Board With 

responsibilities as stated in Section 10.3. 
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G. CIWMB. California Integrated Waste Management Board. 

H. Fiscal Year. Any year beginning July 1 and ending June 30. 

I. HHWE. Household Hazardous Waste Element 

J. Jurisdiction. Incorporated Parties who may be Members of the Agency. 

K. Manager. Individual responsible for the administration of the Agency. 

L. Member/Members. Jurisdictions who are parties to the Agreement. 

M. NDFE. Non-Disposal Facility Element 

N. SRRE. Source Reduction and Recycling Element 

0. Treasurer. Member elected by the Board with duties as stated in Section 10.3. 

Section 2. Purpose of Agreement 

This Agreement is made and entered into for the purpose of forming a Regional Agency pursuant 

to California Public Resources Code Sections 40970 through 40975, the Regional Agency being 

established for purposes of combining disposal and diversion quantities for determining 

compliance with AB 939, to allow for the efficient operation of diversion programs on a region-

wide basis as allowed by Members under this agreement, and to allow for the development of 

Regional Integrated Waste Management Plans including a Source Reduction and Recycling 

Element, Household Hazardous Waste Element, and Non-Disposal Facility Element. 

The Agency will pool together the resources of its Members as stated in this agreement to 

provide AB 939 compliance to the residents and businesses of all who participate under a single 

umbrella organization. The Agency will be responsible for preparing the annual regional 

diversion rate calculation for the Regional Agency, and submitting the report to the CIWMB. 
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The Members enter the agreement with the intent to benefit from the regional programs and 

regional reporting that the Agency will provide. 

Section 3. Term of Agreement 

The term of this agreement shall commence on , and shall continue until 

amended or terminated pursuant to the terms contained herein. 

Section 4. Powers of the Agency 

4.1 The Agency is authorized to perform the following functions as required by the terms of 

this Agreement and the by-laws of the Agency: 

a) to make and enter into contracts; 

b) to apply for and accept grants, advances and contributions; 

c) to make plans and conduct studies; 

d) to incur and discharge debts, liabilities and obligations; 

hire e) to agents and employees. 

4.2 Such powers shall be exercised subject only to the limitations set forth in this Agreement, 

applicable law and such restrictions upon the manner of exercising such powers as are imposed 

by law upon the Members in the exercise of similar powers. In no event do these powers 

expressly granted restrict the individual power of each Member with regards to solid waste 

management under their jurisdiction. Furthermore, in no event shall the Agency be authorized to 

exercise any power not expressly granted by this Agreement. The Members hereby designate the 

City of Los Angeles as the Member required to be designated by Section 6509 of the California 

Government Code. 
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Section 5. Responsibilities of the Regional Agency 

5.1 This Agreement hereby creates and establishes an authority to be known as the "Los 

Angeles Area Integrated Waste Management Authority". The Authority shall constitute a 

Regional Agency pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 40973. Said Agency shall 

be responsible for compliance with the waste diversion requirements set forth in the 

Public Resources Code, Article 1 of Chapter 6 (commencing with Section 41780). 

5.2 The Agency will be responsible for providing the following services for the benefit of the 

Members: 

a) The Agency will be responsible for preparing the Annual Report with collective 

' information submitted by the Members and submitting the report to the CIWMB; 

b) The Agency will prepare the annual collective diversion rate calculation for all 

Members; 

c) The Agency will develop standardized database tools for monitoring, tracking, 

and evaluating implemented jurisdiction owned / operated diversion programs and 

make them available to all members; 

d) The Agency will conduct a new "regional level" generation based diversion study 

when required by the CIWMB or when a study is needed for a new baseline for its 

Members; 

e) The Agency will provide legislative and regulatory analysis on pending 

regulations and legislation for Members; 

f) The Agency will seek grant funding for additional Regional Agency activities. 

g) The Agency will evaluate and disseminate information to Members about 

innovative waste management/recycling technologies. 
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As directed by the Board and upon available funding, the Agency will conduct additional 

programs based on additional funding such as but not limited to: cooperative food waste 

donation for reuse, technical assistance for business recycling, investigate forming cooperative 

partnerships to develop additional capacity for processing and/or reuse of materials and/or to 

pool buying power of Members to lower the cost of recycled content products. 

Section 6. Duties and responsibilities of Member Jurisdictions 

6.1 Each Member will be responsible for funding and/or implementing programs 

recommended for implementation in their jurisdiction as adopted in their respective 

SRRE and for continued support of the associated programs as adopted in their respective 

HHWE. 

6.2 Each Member will also provide funding of the Agency for its operation in accordance 

with Section 9, the implementation of regional programs, and for preparing the annual 

regional diversion rate calculation for the progress made by the Regional Agency. 

6.3 Each Member shall provide the information required for annual report or new base year 

compilation to the Agency in a timely manner according to the format set forth by the 

Agency. 

Section 7. Approval of Agreement by the California Integrated Waste Management 

Board 

Pursuant to California Public Resources Code Section 40975(A), establishment of a Regional 

Agency requires authorization from the California Integrated Waste Management Board, if the 

Board finds that the formation of such a Regional Agency will not adversely affect compliance 

with PRC Division 30, Part 2. Integrated Waste Management Plans. 
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Section 8. Agency Financial Requirements 

8.1 The Agency will follow the financial accounting requirements set forth in Government 

Code Section 6505, Section 6505.1, Section 6505.5, Section 6505.6, Section 6511, and 

Section 6512, herein incorporated by reference. 

8.2 The Manager will prepare a budget for each fiscal year and present it to the Board before 

its approval by the City of Los Angeles. The assets, rights, debts, liabilities and 

obligations of the Agency shall not constitute assets, rights, debts, liabilities or 

obligations of any of the Members. However, nothing in this Agreement shall prevent 

any Member from separately contracting for or assuming responsibility for specific debts, 

liabilities or obligations of the Agency, provided for that both the Agency and the 

Member approve such contract or assumption. 

8.3 Payment of Civil Penalties Imposed by the California Integrated Waste Management 

Board (CIWMB) - The Members hereby agree that the responsibility for any civil 

penalties incurred pursuant to AB 939 shall be assigned to the Agency. Should a penalty 

be assessed against the Agency for non-compliance after all administrative remedies are 

exhausted, the Members hereby authorize the Agency to allocate responsibility to the 

Members based upon equal division of the monetary fine between all of the participating 

Members. Any modification to this basis for determining responsibility for any civil 

penalties will be codified in the operating by-laws. 

Section 9. Funding 

9.1 Members shall not be assessed the startup costs for the Agency of approximately $150,000, 

have been borne by City Los Angeles. which the of As a Member, the City of Los Angeles 
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will contribute existing staff and resources totaling approximately $300,000 per year to the 

Agency. 

9.2 The City of Los Angeles will provide $100,000 annually towards a new base year study to be 

prepared no less than three years but within five years from the commencement of this 

Agreement. 

9.3Funding will be provided by each additional Member jurisdiction at $0.15 per ton of landfill 

disposal per year with the year 2000 as the base year, subject to adjustments as directed by the 

Board. This fee will be due at the beginning of each fiscal year. 

Section 10. ' Structure of the Agency 

10.1 Manager. Initially, the City of Los Angeles shall employ the manager who shall be the 

Chief Administrative Officer of the Agency. The Manager shall, upon direction by the 

Board, plan, organize, and direct the administration and operations of the Agency, shall 

advise the Chair/Vice Chair on policy matters, shall hire and discharge staff, shall 

develop Agency budgets, shall reply to communications on behalf of the Agency, shall 

approve payments duly authorized by the Board, shall attend meetings of the Board, and 

carry out other duties as needed. 

10.2 Board. The Board of the Los -Angeles Area Integrated Waste Management Authority 

shall be comprised of a representative from each of the Member jurisdictions. The Board 

shall make all policy decisions on behalf of the Agency, review and approve budgets, and 

decide the disbursement of discretionary funds collected under Section 9.3. 

10.3 The officers of the Board shall include a Chair and Vice-Chair elected by a majority vote 

of Members. Their duties are to: Preside over all meetings of the Board; Appoint all ad hoc 

9 



committees subject to ratification by the Board; act as ex-officio member of all standing ad 

hoc committees. 

10.4 The officers of the Board shall include a Treasurer elected by a majority vote of 

Members. His/her duties are to lead in the preparation and submission of Agency budgets to 

the Board and monitor expenditures with the assistance of the Manager and Agency 

administrative staff. 

10.5 Committees. Committees, subcommittees, and ad hoc committees shall be at the 

discretion of the Chair subject to ratification by the Board. The Chair may appoint any 

individual deemed qualified to serve on a Committee. 

10.6 Meetings. The Board will hold regular meetings, at a minimum, on a quarterly basis. 

Board Special meetings of the may be called in accordance with the provisions of Section 

54956 of the California Government Code. 

10.7 All meetings of the Board shall be held subject to the provisions of the California Ralph 

M. Brown Act (Sections 54950 et seq. of the California Government Code) and other 

applicable laws of the State of California. 

10.8The Manager Board shall cause minutes of all meetings of the to be kept and shall, after 

each meeting, cause a copy of the minutes to be forwarded to each member. 

Section 11. Addition of New Member Jurisdictions 

11.1 The Agency will have the authority through an action by the Board to add New Member 

Jurisdictions to the Agency without modification to the existing Agreement by the 

amendment of Attachment A. Attachment A shall list the Member Jurisdictions and 

contain additional signature pages for each New Member. Each New Member shall haVe 

equal rights and responsibilities of all Members. 

10 



11.2 New members must apply to the Board no less than 90 days before the end of each fiscal 

year to be considered for membership. 

11.3 New Members will be assessed a prorated share of assets held by the Agency such as the 

reserve fund. 

Section 12. Withdrawal and Termination 

12.1 Any Member may voluntarily withdraw from this Agreement by filing with the Agency a 

written notice to withdraw no less than one hundred eighty (180) days prior to the close 

of the Agency's fiscal year. 

12.2 A Jurisdiction's participation and membership may be terminated by the Agency for non- 

performance of its responsibilities and/or duties required under Sections 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3 of 

this Agreement. A vote by a majority of the Members is needed to terminate the 

agreement with respect to a Jurisdiction. When terminated, the Jurisdiction and the 

CIWMB will be notified in writing of the action on behalf of the Agency and all funds 

received by 

refunded to 

the 

the 

Agency for 

Jurisdiction. 

the remainder of the current fiscal year after termination will be 

12.3 With the written concurrence of a majority of the Members to this Agreement, this 

Agreement may be terminated at any time. 

Section 13. Jurisdictional Responsibility Upon Termination 

In the event that this Agreement is terminated, individual Jurisdictions will assume responsibility 

for a share of any civil penalties incurred by the Agency during the term of the Jurisdiction as a 

Member. Jurisdictions will also be responsible individually for any civil penalties incurred 

individually. If this Agreement is terminated, each Jurisdiction will assume responsibility for 

1 f..-  
11 



compiling their own disposal information from haulers and facility operators for compliance with 

the monitoring and reporting system required pursuant to PRC Sections 41780 and 41821.3, 

unless a subsequent regional agency formation agreement is approved specifically for this 

purpose. Each member Jurisdiction is still responsible for the implementation of the programs 

described in their respective Source Reduction and Recycling Element. 

Section 14. Member Jurisdiction SRRE Implementation 

Each Member of the Agency is responsible for and shall continue to implement diversion 

programs in their adopted and approved SRRE that are specific to their Jurisdiction. Failure to 

implement these programs will provide cause for termination of the Agreement with respect to 

that Jurisdiction. 

Section 15. Contact Persons 

The name of the regional agency is the Los Angeles Area Integrated Waste Management 

Authority. The contact persons for all members are listed in Attachment A. The address and 

primary contact person is the following: 

Ms. Karen Coca 

City of Los Angeles 

Bureau of Sanitation, SRCRD 

Los Angeles Area Integrated Waste Management Authority 

433 S. Spring Street. , 5th  Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90013 

12 



Telephone: (213) 473-8242 

Section 16. Amendment 

This Agreement may be amended or modified at any time, in a manner consistent with and in 

furtherance of the purposes of this Agreement, with the written consent of a majority of the 

Member Jurisdictions within the Regional Agency. 

Section 17. Indemnification 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 895.4, the Parties agree as follows: 

17.1 Each Member Jurisdiction shall indemnify, defend and hold harmless the City of Los 

Angeles, the other Member Jurisdictions, the Agency, and their officers, agents and 

employees, from and against any and all claims, expenses, liability or damage arising out 

of injury to persons, loss of life, or damage to property which are attributable to any 

activity of that Member Jurisdiction or of any other person acting under authority of that 

Member Jurisdiction which results from activities conducted on behalf of the Agency. 

17.2 The City of Los Angeles and the Agency shall indemnify, defend and hold harmless each 

Member Jurisdiction and its officers, agents and employees, from and against any and all 

claims, expenses, liability or damage arising out of injury to persons, loss of life, or 

damage to property which are attributable to any authorized activity of Agency, or of any 

other person acting under authority of Agency. 

Section 18. Miscellaneous Provisions. 

13 



18.1 Successors and Assigns. This Agreement shall be binding upon and inure to the benefit 

of the successors and assigns of the respective Parties hereto, provided that no Party shall 

assign any rights, nor delegate any duties provided for hereby without the consent of the 

other Party. 

18.2 Required Actions of the Parties. The Parties hereto agree to execute all such 

instruments and documents and to take all actions as may be required in order to 

consummate the transactions herein contemplated. 

18.3 Entire Agreement. This Agreement contains the entire agreement between the parties 

hereto with respect to the subject matter hereof, and thereby supersedes all prior 

undefstandings and agreements, if any, with respect thereto, whether written or oral. No 

addition or modification of any term or provision shall be effective unless set forth in 

writing, signed by the Parties hereto. 

18.5 Time of the Essence. Time is of the essence of each and every term, condition, 

obligation and provision thereof. 

18.6 Notices. All notices or other communications required or permitted hereunder shall be in 

writing and shall be delivered personally (including by means of professional messenger 

service) or sent by express mail or registered mail or certified mail, return receipt 

requested. Notices delivered personally or by express mail shall be considered given 

when received. Notices sent by registered or certified mail shall be considered given two 

(2) business days after deposit in the United States mail, postage prepaid, addressed to the 

person to receive such notice. 

18.7 Notices shall be addressed as appears below for the Agency, and as listed in Attachment 

A for each party, provided that if any party gives notice of a change of name or address, 

14 



notices to the giver of that notice shall thereafter be given as demanded in that notice. 

Any electronically transmitted notice shall be in addition to, and shall not be in lieu of, 

written notice as provided above. 

If to Agency: Los Angeles Area Regional Agency 

Bureau of Sanitation, SRCRD 

433 S. Spring Street, 5th  Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90013 

Attention: Karen Coca 

With a copy to: Bureau of Sanitation 

433 S. Spring Street, 5th  Floor 

Los Angeles, CA 90013 

Attention: Director 

If to Members: Please see Attachment A 

A.  Applicable Law. This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance 

with the laws of the State of California. 

B.  No Waiver. A waiver by any Party of the breach of any of the terms and conditions 

under this Agreement to be performed by any other Party shall not be construed as a 

same terms and conditions of this Agreement. waiver of any succeeding breach of the 

15 



C.  Modifications. Except as expressly allowed in the Agreement, any alteration, change or 

modification of or to this Agreement, in order to become effective, must be 

writing and in each instance signed on behalf of each Party hereto. 

made in 

D.  No Obligations to Third Parties. Except as otherwise expressly provided herein, the 

provisions of this Agreement are intended to be solely for the benefit of the Parties 

hereto, and execution and delivery of this Agreement shall not be deemed to confer any 

rights upon, or obligate any of the 

the Parties hereto. 

Parties hereunder, to any person or entity other than 

[BALANCE OF PAGE INTENTIONALLY BLANK - SIGNATURES FOLLOW] 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties 
date and year above set forth. 

ATTEST: 

By: See Attachment 

have executed this Agreement as of the 

CITY OF: See Attachments 

By: See Attachments 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

By: See Attachment 

By: 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

District Counsel 

ATTEST: ' 

J. MICHAEL CAREY 
City Clerk 

By: 

Date: 

Valerie Lynne Shaw, President 
Board of Public Works 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

ROCKARD J. DELGADILLO 
City Attorney 

By: 
Assistant 

Date: 

17 



IN WITNESS WHEREOF, 

date and year above set forth. 

the Parties have 

CITY 

By: 

CITY 

executed this Agreement as of the 

OF ARTESIA ATTEST: 

By: . (..1-4-4--4.—' 
B ARA BRO 
City Clerk 

Date: /4 0/23/0? - 

By: 

LYO 
ayor 

OF LOS • ' ELES 

ATTEST: 

J. 1 . • • L CAREY 
City Cler 

By: 

Date: 

Va 
: oard 

e Lynne Shaw, President 
of Public Works 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

ROCKARD J. DELGAD I • 
City Attorney 

By: 
sistant 

Date: 

Page 17 



Adopted: October 

kit...6".-6-4.-; 
IN
4:4...i 

8, 2002 
CITY OF BEVERLY 

Co 
HIL 

ratio 

(SEAL) 

unicipal 

ME EE OLDMAN 
Mayor of the City 
Beverly Hills, Califo 

Approved as to 

of 
'a 

content: 

Al IEST: 

N 
City Clerk 

App 

WEBSTER 

to form: 

Zi-efil/eqie,. 
AURENCE S. WIENER 

City Attorney 
DAN N. WEBSTER 
Deputy City Manager/Operations 

VID OLMQ 
Risk Manager 

B0785\0001\708742.1 -2- 10/1/02 



IN WITNESS 
date and year above set 

ATTEST: 

By: 14 qiit 

WHEREOF, the Parties 
forth. 

have executed this Agreement as of the 

CITY OF: DUARTE 

By: City Manager 

ATTEST: 

J. MICHAEL CAREY 
City Clerk 

By: By: 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

Date: 

Valerie Lynne Shaw, President 
Board of Public Works 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

ROCKARD J. DELGADILLO 
City Attorney 

By: 
Assistant 

Date: 

Printed oil Recycled Content 
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IN WITNESS 
Powers Agreement (Los Angeles 
as of the date and year set forth. 

CITY OF GARDENA 

Zaa-el 7 

WHEREOF, 
Area IntegratedWaste 

the Parties have executed this Joint 
Managemerit-Authority) 

ATTEST: 

Terience S. TERAUCHI, 1)aeydr 

JAN 2 
APPROVED AS TO F M: 

8 au 

ED ARD LEE, City Attorney 

ATTEST: 

J. HAEL, CAREY 
City Cle 

By: 

City Clerk 

City of Los Angeles 

By: 

Date: 

Valerie nne Shaw, President 
Bo- : of Public Works 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

ROCKARD J. DELGADILL• 
City Attorney 

By: 
As ant 

17 

ate: 



IN WITNESS WHEREOF, 

date and year above set forth. 

the Parties have 

ny 

By: 

executed this Agreement as of the 

OF i7'' DO C eti eh t_t_ 5 ATTEST: 

By: CLA_-J-_. 4 1, :__ 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

By: 

CITY OF S ANGELES 

District Counsel 

AT , : 

J. MICHAEL , • ' 
City Clerk 

By: By: 

Date: 

Valerie Lynne Shaw, President 
Board of Public Works 

APPROVED AS TO F e ' 

ROCKARD J. 6 ' GADILLO 
City Attorne 

Assistant 

Date: 

17 



IN WITNESS WHEREOF, 

date and year above set forth. 

the Parties have executed this Agreement as of the 
, - 

ATTEST: CITY OF: See Attachments 

By: See Attachments By: See Attachments 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

By: See Attachments 

ATTEST: 

J. MICHAEL CAREY 
City Clerk C OF LOS ANGELES.  

6-L-L1-- 
Valerie Lynne Shaw, President 

2 -17--  ' 4444... 
Board of Public Works 

D c -',P> , 
14r>. ; • 
t!' :'41? ;" 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: . : i  

ROCICARD J. DELGADILLO 
City Attorney 

/ 
/Am 

By: di (n si 
Cluistop r M. Westhoff W 
Assistant City Attorney 4  

Date: 2 1 /4  .3 

Printed on Recycled Content Paper 
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PASSED, APPROVED AND ADOPTED this  17ta - day  of 

September 2002. 

----etko ‘-%)../• -_ 
ARTURO 
City of Lynwood 

ATTEST: 

gn..  b.., x , . ,44, 

REYES, Mayor 

AS TO CONTENT: 

ANDREA L. HOOPER, City Clerk 
City of Lynwood 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: APPROVED 

ADOCitymey Faust' 
City anager 

onza 

J eph Y. ng, .E. 
irector of Environmental Services/ 

City Engineer 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA ) 
) ss. 

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES ) 

I, the undersigned, City Clerk of the City of Lynwood, do hereby certify that the above 

and foregoing resolution was duly adopted by the City Council of the City of Lynwood at a 

regular meeting held in the City Hall of said City on the 17th day of September 

]95T, and and passed by the following vote: 

AYES: COUNCILMAN BYRD, PEDROZA, RICHARDS, RODRIGUEZ, REYES 

NOES: NONE 

ABSENT: NONE 

ge-,4-72eA-Y 
City Clerk, City of Lynwood 



IN WITNESS WHEREOF, 

date and year above set forth. 

ATTEST: 

t7 

the Parties have executed this Agreement as of the 

CITY OFITUW_Ctaftd  P-i-e.4..) 

By: By: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

B 
District Counsel 

ATTEST: 

J. 's ICHAEL CAREY . 
City rk 

By: By: 

CITY OF LOS AN - ES 

Date: 

V • le Lynne Shaw, President 
: oard of Public Works 

APPROVED AS TO FO 

ROCKARD J. DE ADILLO 
City Attorne 

i.. 
Assistant 

Date: 

17 



IN WITNESS WHEREOF, 

date and year above set forth. 

ATTEST: 

Byl 

the Parties 

By: 

have executed this Agreement as of the 

CITY OF 

City 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

By: BY • 

City ger 

— 
42,-.1"-- 

District Counsel 

TTEST: 

J. MI L CAREY 
City Clerk 

By: By: 

City t 

CITY OF LOS • ELES 

Date: 

alerie Lynne Shaw, President 
Board of Public Works 

APPROVED AS e ORM: 

ROCKA ' DELGADILLO 
City omey 

By: 
Assistant 

Date: 
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JAN-15-2004 03:50 P.01 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, 

date and year above set forth. 

ATTEST: 

B • 

the Parties have executed this Agreement 

CITY OF Rancho Palos Verdes 

as of the 

1 l  r e , By: Qat. ,4202.4.ea—trua—) 
City lerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

By: 

rife 

Mayor 
0 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

District Counsel 

ATTEST: 

J. MICHAEL CAREY 
City Clerk 

By: By: 

Date: 

Valerie Lynne Shaw, President 
Board of Public Works 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

ROCICARD J. DELGADILLO 
City Attorney 

By: 
Assistant 

Date: 

TOTAL P.01 

callen
StrikeOut



IN WITNESS WHEREOF, 

date and year above set forth. 

the 

B 

Parties have executed this Agreement as of the 

ATTEST: 

CITY OF REDONDO BEACH 

e"---  7/r 

Mayor 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

CgEa 
k siti ttorney 

ATTEST: 

J. MICHAEL CAREY 
1 lerk 

By: 

ty CI rk 

• 

CITY OF LOS A 1: LES 

Date: 

V V. rie Lynne Shaw, President 
: oard of Public Works 

APPROVED AS TO FO ' 

ROCICARD J. DEL P ILLO 
City Attorney 

By: 
Assistant 

Date: 
••• 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the 
date and year above set forth. 

ATTEST: 

By: 

Parties have executed this Agreement as of the 

Cr2  03 

CITY a • • 1. I 

By: ar " ' 4 W  :14re= 0,- By: _La-12------ 
Title: City Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

By: 

Tit e. : • 

ByiAlec-C .--e../...,c--- 
District Counsel 

ATTEST: 

J. MICHAEL CAREY 
City Clerk 

By: 

City Attorney 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

Date: 

Valerie Lynne Shaw, President 
Board of Public Works 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

ROCKARD J. DELGADILLO 
City Attorney 

By: 
Assistant 

Date: 

callen
StrikeOut



IN WITNESS WHEREOF, The parties 
date and year above set forth. 

ATTEST: 

NANCY S. SHOLLENBERGER 
City Clerk 

By. iiii 

have executed 

CITY OF 

By: 

this Agreement as of the 

SIERRA MADRE 

Date: abg4,_ 

CITY 

By 

Tamara S. Gates 
City Manager  

OF LOS ANGELES 

V 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

CHARLES MARTIN 

000er
City Attorney 

By: a /e Nos 

ATTES 

ICHAEL CAREY 
►'t Clerk 

By: 

Date: 

Valerie Lynne Shaw 
President, Board of Public 
Works 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

ROCKARD J. DELG • t LO 
City Attorney 

By: 
Assistant 

Date: 



Date and 

7'  
By: 

IN 

ACKNOWLEDGED: 

WITNESS WHEREOF, the 

year above set forth. 

Parties 

,-7  

have executed this Agreement as of the 

CITY OF SOUTH GATE 

By: 

APPROVED 

By: 

AS TO FORM: 

Xochilt Ruvalcaba, Mayor 

CITY OF LOS ELES 

By: 

ATTEST: 

J. CHAEL CAREY 
City C 

By: 

Date: 

alerie Lynne Shaw, President 
,.-' Board of Public Works 

..," 

,..,- APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

ROCKARD J. DELGADIL, 
City Attorney  

By:	  
Assis t 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, 

date and year above set forth. 

ATTEST: 

the Parties 

By: 

have executed this Agreement as of the 

CITY • • • 0 • • CE 

/ 
/ By: 

Sue H rbers, City Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

JOHN L. FELLOWS III 
CITY ATTORNEY 

BY: ',Le—  I /a 1-ee 

Dan Walker, Mayor 

CITY OF LOS AN c LES 

ATTEST: 

CHAEL CAREY 
Ci Clerk 

By: By: 

Date: 

Val .Lynne Shaw, President 
: . ard of Public Works 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

ROCICARD J. DELGADIL • 
City Attorney 

By: 7 
Assistant 

ate: 

17 
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Los Angeles "kegionai Agency 
A Southern California Waste. Management Authority 

r,4 RA 

January 26, 2005 

Ms. Rosario Marin, Board Chair 
California Integrated Waste Management Board 
1001 "r Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Dear Ms. Marin: 

Re: Request to Add One More Member to the Los Angeles Regional Agency (LARA) 

It has been one year this month that the CIWMB approved the formation of the City of Los Angeles Regional 
Agency. It is an organization of 14 cities that work cooperatively to meet our AB 939 goals on a regional basis. 

On January 13, 2005, LARA members voted to allow one additional local city to join LARA. The new member 
is the City of Hermosa Beach. We think this will be a good addition to the local regional effort in achieving our 
recycling goals. The addition of Hermosa Beach creates a 'block' of cities that are closely located, which makes 
serving the membership more efficient. 

We request CIWMB to place us on the next available Board agenda for consideration to amend our LARA 
agency to add the City of Hermosa Beach. Our membership would increase from fourteen to fifteen cities. 
Attached are the approved JPA from Hermosa Beach (with signatures) as an amendment to Appendix A of the 
LARA JPA. Also attached are the signed minutes of the January IP LARA Special Meeting. We look forward 
to working with you and your staff on this request. 

If you have any questions, please call me at (213) 473-8242. 

Sincerely, 

...••• 
21 /4,-.51-v-‘ Q....sea," 

Ms. Karen Coca 
LARA Executive Director 
City of Los Angeles 

Copy to: CIWMB Board Members 
LARA Members 
CIWMB Office of Local Assistance 

Board Meeting
March 15-16, 2005

Agenda Item
Attachment 2
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FEB-07-2005 

I.  

II.  

III.  

11:52 CIWMB DPLA-DIU 

Los Angeles 
A Southern California 

Los Angeles 

9:00 A.M. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

Call to Order - Vice Chair 

ROLL CALL AND DECLARATION 

rt/A. 

B&LAB 

*gional Agency 
Waste Management 

CRAI 

562 424 81.5 

Authority 

Meeting 

to order. 

F.U.5 

Thursday, 
D.E.S. 

SPECIAL 

Area Regional Agency Board 
January 13, 2005 

Portuguese Hall, Hall A 
11903 Ashworth Street 

Artesia, CA 90701 

MEETING MINUTES 

- MEETING CALLED TO ORDER 

Larry Nelson called the meeting 

OF QUORUM 

Member City Voting Representative Present/Absent 

Artesia Larry ft Nelson P 

Beverly Hills John Garcia A 

Duarte Margaret Finlay ..., A 
Hidden Hills Vanessa Tubaces p 

Los Angeles Michele McManus P 

Lynwood Oretha Landers P 

Manhattan Beach De Anna Hilbrants P 

Rancho Palos Verdes Lauren Ramezani P 

Redondo Beach Jon Emerson P 

Rosemead Bill Crowe A 

Pomona Howard Morris A 

Sierra Madre Bruce Inman P 

South Gate Robert T. Dickey P 

Torrance Alison Sherman P 

Others present include: 
Director, City of Los Angeles 

and Associates, Inc. 
Angeles 

Angeles 
Angeles 

Angeles 
of Hermosa Beach 

Karen Coca, LARA Executive 
Dr. Eugene Tseng, ETseng 
Joe Maturino. City of Los 
Nady Maechling, City of Los 
Elinor Mondok, City of Los 
Ted Vasquez, City of Los 
Guest: Sol Blumenfeld, City 

Page 1 of 2 
Hard Copies Should be Printed Double Sided Using Recycled Content Paper 
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Board Meeting 
March 15-16, 2005 

Agenda Item 7 
Attachment 2 

IV. CONSIDERATION OF HERMOSA BEACH AS A LARA MEMBER 

Karen Coca opened the discussion by explaining the request by the City of Hermosa 
Beach to be added as a new LARA member. All LARA members were previously 
mailed an information package providing detailed information supplied by the City of 
Hermosa Beach on their recycling programs and status with the CIWMB. A 
discussion ensued on the pros and cons of allowing a new LARA member. Mr. Sol 
Blumenfeld, Director of Community Development for the City of Hermosa Beach. 
spoke for the City. He explained the specifics of the City of Hermosa recycling 
programs and plans. 

After considering various options and suggestions by LARA members, a vote was 
taken with two (2) voting against and seven (7) voting for the City of Hermosa Beach 
being allowed to join LARA. LARA members approved the motion to allow the City 
of Hermosa Beach to become a LARA member. The CIWMB must now be 
petitioned by LARA to allow for the addition of the new LARA member. 

10:10 A.M. — MEETING ADJOURNED 

Notes: If you would like others to receive copies of the LARA Meeting Minutes, please contact 
Nady Meechling at (213) 473 — 8235 or at nmaechlinsan.lacity.org. Please specify 
preference for an electronic copy or a paper copy. 

11,52cvcfslISRCROIRegional AgenciAREGIONAL AGENCY 2005WeetingsiLARA Minutos-January 200160C 
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Board Meeting Agenda Item 7 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 3 

CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-65 (Revised) 

Consideration Of An Amendment To The Los Angeles Area Integrated Waste Management Authority 
To Add The City Of Hermosa Beach As A Member To The Regional Agency Agreement (LARA) 

WHEREAS, Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 40970 authorizes Cities and Counties to 
form regional agencies to implement the requirements of PRC 40900 et seq. in order to reduce 
the cost of reporting and tracking of disposal and diversion programs by individual Cities and 
Counties and to increase the diversion of solid waste from disposal facilities; and 

WHEREAS, PRC Section 40975(a) requires any agreement forming a regional agency to be 
submitted to the Board for review and approval; and 

WHEREAS, PRC Section 40975(b) requires the agreement to contain (1) a listing of the cities 
and counties which are member agencies of the regional agency, including the name and address 
of the regional agency; (2) a description of the method by which any civil penalties will be 
allocated among the member agencies; (3) a contingency plan which shows how each member 
agency will comply with the requirements in the event that the regional agency is abolished; (4) a 
description of the duties and responsibilities of each city or county which is a member agency of 
the regional agency; and (5) a description of source reduction, recycling, and composting 
programs to be implemented by the regional agencies; and 

WHEREAS, the Los Angeles Integrated Waste Management Authority (LARA) amended its 
Regional Agency Formation Agreement to add the City of Hermosa Beach; and 

WHEREAS, all member agencies have approved and adopted the amended Regional Agency 
Formation Agreement and submitted it to the Board for review; and 

WHEREAS, based on the review, Board staff found that the agreement substantially complies with 
PRC Section 40975 and recommends approval of the amendment to the LARA Regional Agency; 
and 

WHEREAS, the regional agency is on Compliance Order IWMA BRO4 05 IWMA 04-01 with two 
members (Lynwood and Torrance) on Compliance Order and the new proposed member, City of 
Hermosa Beach is on Compliance Order; and 

WHEREAS, In approving the amendment to the Regional Agency by adding a member on 
Compliance Order; the approval is conditioned with a requirement that program activities specified 
in the City of Hermosa Beach's Board authorized Compliance Order must be completed and fully 
implemented. 

(over) 

Page (2005-65 (Revised)) 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-65 (Revised) 

Consideration Of An Amendment To The Los Angeles Area Integrated Waste Management Authority 
To Add The City Of Hermosa Beach As A Member To The Regional Agency Agreement (LARA) 
 
WHEREAS, Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 40970 authorizes Cities and Counties to 
form regional agencies to implement the requirements of PRC 40900 et seq. in order to reduce 
the cost of reporting and tracking of disposal and diversion programs by individual Cities and 
Counties and to increase the diversion of solid waste from disposal facilities; and 
 
WHEREAS,  PRC Section 40975(a) requires any agreement forming a regional agency to be 
submitted to the Board for review and approval; and 
 
WHEREAS, PRC Section 40975(b) requires the agreement to contain (1) a listing of the cities 
and counties which are member agencies of the regional agency, including the name and address 
of the regional agency; (2) a description of the method by which any civil penalties will be 
allocated among the member agencies; (3) a contingency plan which shows how each member 
agency will comply with the requirements in the event that the regional agency is abolished; (4) a 
description of the duties and responsibilities of each city or county which is a member agency of 
the regional agency; and (5) a description of source reduction, recycling, and composting 
programs to be implemented by the regional agencies; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Los Angeles Integrated Waste Management Authority (LARA) amended its 
Regional Agency Formation Agreement to add the City of Hermosa Beach; and 

 
WHEREAS, all member agencies have approved and adopted the amended Regional Agency 
Formation Agreement and submitted it to the Board for review; and 

 
WHEREAS, based on the review, Board staff found that the agreement substantially complies with 
PRC Section 40975 and recommends approval of the amendment to the LARA Regional Agency; 
and  
 
WHEREAS, the regional agency is on Compliance Order IWMA BR04-05 IWMA 04-01 with two 
members (Lynwood and Torrance) on Compliance Order and the new proposed member, City of 
Hermosa Beach is on Compliance Order; and 
 
WHEREAS, In approving the amendment to the Regional Agency by adding a member on 
Compliance Order; the approval is conditioned with a requirement that program activities specified 
in the City of Hermosa Beach’s Board authorized Compliance Order must be completed and fully 
implemented. 
 

(over) 



WHEREAS, PRC Section 40970 provides that it is not the intent of the Legislature in allowing 
the Regional Agency Formation to "diminish the responsibility of individual cities and counties 
to implement source reduction, recycling and composting programs as required..."; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby approves the amended 
Regional Agency Agreement for the LARA, with the condition that program activities specified 
in the City of Hermosa Beach's Compliance Order IWMA BR04-05 and Local Assistance Plan 
be implemented. 

CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a 
resolution duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 

Dated: 

Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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WHEREAS, PRC Section 40970 provides that it is not the intent of the Legislature in allowing 
the Regional Agency Formation to “diminish the responsibility of individual cities and counties 
to implement source reduction, recycling and composting programs as required…”;  
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby approves the amended 
Regional Agency Agreement for the LARA, with the condition that program activities specified 
in the City of Hermosa Beach’s Compliance Order IWMA BR04-05 and Local Assistance Plan 
be implemented. 

 
CERTIFICATION 

 
The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a 
resolution duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 
 
Dated:   
 
 
 
Mark Leary 
Executive Director 



California Integrated Waste Management Board 
Board Meeting 

March 15-16, 2005 
AGENDA ITEM 8 

ITEM 
Consideration Of The Application For A SB1066 Time Extension By The City Of Madera, 
Madera County 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
The City of Madera (City) has submitted to the California Integrated Waste Management 
Board (Board) a completed Senate Bill (SB) 1066 Time Extension request for meeting the 
50 percent diversion requirement. Staff review indicates that while the City has been 
implementing the source reduction and recycling programs selected in its Source Reduction 
and Recycling Element (SRRE), it will need to implement the proposed Plan of Correction 
to achieve the 50 percent diversion requirement. The City currently has a 43 percent 
diversion rate for 2001 and 45 percent for 2002. The City is requesting to extend the due 
date for achieving 50 percent diversion through 12/31/05. Staff's analysis of the City's Plan 
of Correction indicates the plan is reasonable, given the City's waste stream. 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
The Board approved the City's 1999/2000 Biennial Review results on June 18-19, 2002. 
The Board approved a new base year November 13-14, 2001, establishing 1999 as the 
base year for the City. 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
1. The Board may approve the City's application as submitted for an extension to the 

2000 diversion requirement on the basis of its good faith effort to-date to implement 
diversion programs and its plans for future implementation. 

2. The Board may approve the City's application as may be modified by the 
jurisdiction at the Board meeting. 

3. The Board may approve the City's application as submitted but also make 
recommendations for the implementation of alternative programs that it believes the 
jurisdiction should add to its plan for it to be successful. 

4. The Board may make recommendations for the implementation of alternative programs 
that it believes the jurisdiction should add for its plan to be successful and continue the 
item to the next Board meeting to allow the jurisdiction time to revise its application. 

5. The Board may disapprove the City's application and allow the jurisdiction to revise 
and resubmit the application based upon the Board's specified reasons for disapproval. 

6. The Board may disapprove the City's application and direct staff to commence the 
process to issue a compliance order because the Board's specified reasons for 
disapproval cannot be addressed by a revised application. 

7.  
IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends the Board adopt option No. 3: approve the City's application as 
submitted but also make recommendations for the implementation of alternative 
programs that it believes the jurisdiction should add to its plan for it to be successful. 
Staff recommends the addition of one program, the development and formal adoption of a 
Recycled Content Procurement Policy by the City. 
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AGENDA ITEM 8 

ITEM 
Consideration Of The Application For A SB1066 Time Extension By The City Of Madera, 
Madera County 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
The City of Madera (City) has submitted to the California Integrated Waste Management 
Board (Board) a completed Senate Bill (SB) 1066 Time Extension request for meeting the 
50 percent diversion requirement.  Staff review indicates that while the City has been 
implementing the source reduction and recycling programs selected in its Source Reduction 
and Recycling Element (SRRE), it will need to implement the proposed Plan of Correction 
to achieve the 50 percent diversion requirement.  The City currently has a 43 percent 
diversion rate for 2001 and 45 percent for 2002.  The City is requesting to extend the due 
date for achieving 50 percent diversion through 12/31/05.  Staff’s analysis of the City’s Plan 
of Correction indicates the plan is reasonable, given the City’s waste stream. 
 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
The Board approved the City’s 1999/2000 Biennial Review results on June 18-19, 2002.  
The Board approved a new base year November 13-14, 2001, establishing 1999 as the 
base year for the City.  
 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
1. The Board may approve the City’s application as submitted for an extension to the 

2000 diversion requirement on the basis of its good faith effort to-date to implement 
diversion programs and its plans for future implementation. 

2. The Board may approve the City’s application as may be modified by the 
jurisdiction at the Board meeting. 

3. The Board may approve the City’s application as submitted but also make 
recommendations for the implementation of alternative programs that it believes the 
jurisdiction should add to its plan for it to be successful. 

4. The Board may make recommendations for the implementation of alternative programs 
that it believes the jurisdiction should add for its plan to be successful and continue the 
item to the next Board meeting to allow the jurisdiction time to revise its application. 

5. The Board may disapprove the City’s application and allow the jurisdiction to revise 
and resubmit the application based upon the Board’s specified reasons for disapproval. 

6. The Board may disapprove the City’s application and direct staff to commence the 
process to issue a compliance order because the Board’s specified reasons for 
disapproval cannot be addressed by a revised application. 

7.  
IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends the Board adopt option No. 3:  approve the City’s application as 
submitted but also make recommendations for the implementation of alternative 
programs that it believes the jurisdiction should add to its plan for it to be successful.  
Staff recommends the addition of one program, the development and formal adoption of a 
Recycled Content Procurement Policy by the City. 
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V. ANALYSIS 

1.  
A. Key Issues and 

Background 
Findings 

Code (PRC) 
Regional Agency's 
review, the Board 
diversion requirement; 

programs, 
order should 

SRRE and/or 

a jurisdiction 
or more time 
a maximum 
(PRC Section 

41820(b) further 

this section shall 

disapproves 
disapproval." 

initially grant 
if the 

has submitted 
fmds that the 

identified 
submits 

by the time 

analysis 

or start implementing, 

a request 
for the implementation 

the 

a 

in 
a 

failed 

that 

of 

jurisdiction 

Section 41825 requires the Board to review each City, 
(jurisdiction's) SRRE at least once every two years. 

may find a jurisdiction has implemented programs 
that a jurisdiction has made a good faith effort 

but has not achieved the 50 percent diversion requirement; 
be assigned to a jurisdiction that has failed to adequately 
to achieve the diversion requirement. 

has not achieved the diversion requirement may 
extensions to meeting the 50 percent diversion 

five years; no extensions may be effective beyond 
41820). 

provides that: 
for an extension, the board may make specific 

of alternative programs. 
preclude the board from disapproving any request 

request for an extension, the board shall speck its 

a one, two or three year extension for meeting the 
following conditions are met: 

all required planning elements; 
is making a good faith effort to implement 

its SRRE; 
plan of correction demonstrating that it will meet the 

the extension expires including: the programs that it 
dates of implementation, and the means of funding. 

the information below. 

As a 
and 
to 

for 

diversion 
will expand 

2.  

Public Resources 
County, and 
result of this 
achieved the 
implement diversion 
or that a compliance 
implement its 

Alternatively, 
petition for one 
requirement for 
January 1, 2006 

PRC Section 
"(1) When considering 
recommendations 
(2) Nothing in 
an extension. 
(3) If the board 
reasons for the 

The Board may 
diversion requirements 
• The jurisdiction 
• The Board 

the programs 
• The jurisdiction 

requirements 

Basis for staffs 
Staffs analysis is based upon 

Existing Jurisdiction Conditions: 

Key Jurisdiction Conditions 
Waste Stream Data 

Base 
Year 

1999 2000 2001 2002 Pounds waste 
generated per 
person per 
day (ppd) 

Population Non- 
Residential 
Waste Stream 
Percentage 

Residential 
Waste Stream 
Percentage 

1999 50 50 43 45 8.7 p/p/d 46,400 62% 38% 

SB 1066 Data 
Extension End 

Date 
Program Review Site 
Visit by Board Staff 

Reporting Frequency Proposed Diversion 
Increase 

12/31/05 2004 
Semi-Annual Report 

Final Report 
9 % 
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V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 
1.  Background 

Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 41825 requires the Board to review each City, 
County, and Regional Agency’s (jurisdiction’s) SRRE at least once every two years.  As a 
result of this review, the Board may find a jurisdiction has implemented programs and 
achieved the diversion requirement; that a jurisdiction has made a good faith effort to 
implement diversion programs, but has not achieved the 50 percent diversion requirement; 
or that a compliance order should be assigned to a jurisdiction that has failed to adequately 
implement its SRRE and/or failed to achieve the diversion requirement.  
 
Alternatively, a jurisdiction that has not achieved the diversion requirement may 
petition for one or more time extensions to meeting the 50 percent diversion 
requirement for a maximum of five years; no extensions may be effective beyond 
January 1, 2006 (PRC Section 41820).   
 
PRC Section 41820(b) further provides that: 
“(1) When considering a request for an extension, the board may make specific 
recommendations for the implementation of alternative programs. 
(2) Nothing in this section shall preclude the board from disapproving any request for 
an extension. 
(3) If the board disapproves a request for an extension, the board shall specify its 
reasons for the disapproval.” 
 
The Board may initially grant a one, two or three year extension for meeting the 
diversion requirements if the following conditions are met: 
• The jurisdiction has submitted all required planning elements; 
• The Board finds that the jurisdiction is making a good faith effort to implement 

the programs identified in its SRRE; 
• The jurisdiction submits a plan of correction demonstrating that it will meet the diversion 

requirements by the time the extension expires including: the programs that it will expand 
or start implementing, the dates of implementation, and the means of funding. 

 
2.  Basis for staff’s analysis   

Staff’s analysis is based upon the information below. 
 
Existing Jurisdiction Conditions: 
 

Key Jurisdiction Conditions 
Waste Stream Data 

Base 
Year 

1999 2000 2001 2002 Pounds waste 
generated per 
person per 
day (ppd) 

Population Non-
Residential 
Waste Stream 
Percentage 

Residential 
Waste Stream 
Percentage 

1999 50 50 43 45 8.7 p/p/d 46,400 62% 38% 
 

SB 1066 Data 
Extension End 

Date 
Program Review Site 
Visit by Board Staff 

Reporting Frequency Proposed Diversion 
Increase 

12/31/05 2004 Semi-Annual Report 
Final Report 9 % 
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City's geographic location: The City is located in Madera County in the heart of the Central 
Valley near the geographic center of the state. Although the County is rural in nature and 
historically has a strong economic base in agriculture, the County and the City of Madera have 
experienced tremendous growth in the last 15 years. The actual growth in the City over the last 
14 years is well over 50%. 

Primary Diversion Program Information:  
The following table provides an overview of the diversion programs the City is currently 
implementing, and the programs the City is proposing to expand or newly implement as outlined 
in the Plan of Correction (Section IV-A of the SB1066 Time Extension application; Attachment 
1). 

Program Name/Type Existing Expanded New Dropped/ Not 
Implemented 

Staff Comments 

Residential Programs: 
Recycling: 
Residential curbside 
collection 

X The City has previously implemented a blue bag program 
but the City will improve this program to a single stream, 
container collection program. 96 gallon containers will be 
provided to City residents through a phased in roll-out. 
These program improvements will be supported by changes 
and expansions at the County Materials Recover Facility 
(MRF) and education efforts. Materials planned for 
diversion under the new program include glass, metal, 
plastic, paper and cardboard. The City Council passed a 
minute order in November 2004 approving City staff's 
report on the need to implement a residential curbside 
recycling program. 

Recycling: 
Residential drop-off 

X Drop off facilities are available at Fairmead Landfill and 
the Mammoth MRF. The following separated materials are 
accepted free of charge: Office and mixed paper, 
newspaper, telephone books, magazines, aluminum cans, 
tin & steel cans, plastics #'s 1 — 7, glass, milk & juice 
cartons, cardboard, paper bags & packaging, metal, car 
parts without fluids, bicycles, concrete and white goods. 

Recycling: 
Residential buy-back 

X Multiple buy back centers are available within City limits 
and in the surrounding County areas. 

Residential curbside 
greenwaste 

X The City will enhance the existing greenwaste collection, 
through increased delivery of containers, development of 
the curbside recycling program and enhanced education and 
enforcement activities. City staff have identified particular 
areas of the City that require a more focused effort to gain 
effective participation in the greenwaste program and will 
focus tailored program efforts in these areas. 

Residential self haul 
greenwaste 

X There is a separate greenwaste area at the landfill/MRF for 
residents and small businesses to deliver clean greenwaste. 
The collection of clean greenwaste is supported by 
ordinances, fee structures and education. 

Commercial Programs: 
Business Waste 
Reduction 

X The City will be conducting waste assessments for the 5 
largest firms in the jurisdiction. Staff will also develop a 
better understanding of available resources and private 
enterprises servicing the business community. These 
activities will lead to improvements in on-site pick-up and 
commercial drop-off programs and will be supported by 
public outreach activities. 

Commercial On-site 
collection 

X Businesses currently report to the City each year which 
private recycling haulers are providing collection services. 
City staff will use this information to provide resources to 
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City’s geographic location:  The City is located in Madera County in the heart of the Central 
Valley near the geographic center of the state.  Although the County is rural in nature and 
historically has a strong economic base in agriculture, the County and the City of Madera have 
experienced tremendous growth in the last 15 years.  The actual growth in the City over the last 
14 years is well over 50%.   
 
Primary Diversion Program Information: 
The following table provides an overview of the diversion programs the City is currently 
implementing, and the programs the City is proposing to expand or newly implement as outlined 
in the Plan of Correction (Section IV-A of the SB1066 Time Extension application; Attachment 
1). 
 

Program Name/Type Existing Expanded New Dropped/ Not 
Implemented 

Staff Comments 

Residential Programs:      
Recycling: 
Residential curbside 
collection  

    X   The City has previously implemented a blue bag program 
but the City will improve this program to a single stream, 
container collection program. 96 gallon containers will be 
provided to City residents through a phased in roll-out.  
These program improvements will be supported by changes 
and expansions at the County Materials Recover Facility 
(MRF) and education efforts.  Materials planned for 
diversion under the new program include glass, metal, 
plastic, paper and cardboard. The City Council passed a 
minute order in November 2004 approving City staff’s 
report on the need to implement a residential curbside 
recycling program.   

Recycling: 
Residential drop-off  

X    Drop off facilities are available at Fairmead Landfill and 
the Mammoth MRF. The following separated materials are 
accepted free of charge:  Office and mixed paper, 
newspaper, telephone books, magazines, aluminum cans, 
tin & steel cans, plastics #'s 1 – 7, glass, milk & juice 
cartons, cardboard, paper bags & packaging, metal, car 
parts without fluids, bicycles, concrete and white goods. 

Recycling: 
Residential buy-back  

X    Multiple buy back centers are available within City limits 
and in the surrounding County areas.   

Residential curbside 
greenwaste  

 X   The City will enhance the existing greenwaste collection, 
through increased delivery of containers, development of 
the curbside recycling program and enhanced education and 
enforcement activities.  City staff have identified particular 
areas of the City that require a more focused effort to gain 
effective participation in the greenwaste program and will 
focus tailored program efforts in these areas. 

Residential self haul 
greenwaste  

X    There is a separate greenwaste area at the landfill/MRF for 
residents and small businesses to deliver clean greenwaste.  
The collection of clean greenwaste is supported by 
ordinances, fee structures and education.   

Commercial Programs:      
Business Waste 
Reduction   

 X   The City will be conducting waste assessments for the 5 
largest firms in the jurisdiction.  Staff will also develop a 
better understanding of available resources and private 
enterprises servicing the business community.  These 
activities will lead to improvements in on-site pick-up and 
commercial drop-off programs and will be supported by 
public outreach activities. 

Commercial On-site 
collection  

 X   Businesses currently report to the City each year which 
private recycling haulers are providing collection services.  
City staff will use this information to provide resources to 
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Program Name/Type Existing Expanded New Dropped/ Not 
Implemented 

Staff Comments 

all businesses and focus on improvements for the 5 largest 
business' diversion programs. Also, 96 gallon containers 
will be provided to small businesses for weekly collection. 
The City will also work with the City's waste hauler and 
Sunset Recycling to improve on-site commercial pickup for 
paper/cardboard, and to comply with The City ordinance to 
report all recyclables removed from The City. 

Commercial Self Haul 
Recycling and 
Greenwaste 

X City staff will work with the County and landfill operator to 
expand commercial drop-off opportunities at the 
MRF/landfill site. Contracts will include adequate 
opportunities to increase the recovery of metals, 
construction and demolition wastes, greenwaste, 
woodwaste and other recyclables created by the business 
sector. The City will also work with local haulers to ensure 
that there are incentives for businesses to participate. 

Concrete/Asphalt/Rubble X The construction and demolition diversion program will be 
expanded through the expansion of collection programs and 
receiving areas at the landfill. Participation will be 
encouraged through new ordinances, building policies, fee 
structures and enforcement activities. New and expanded 
tipping areas will be developed for wood, concrete, asphalt, 
wallboard and metals. City staff will work cooperatively 
with affected industries and City departments to ensure a 
practical and effective program is developed. 

Materials Recovery 
Facility 

X Madera Disposal operates the Mammoth Materials 
Recovery Facility (MRF) located at the Fairmead Landfill. 
The MRF is currently going through the permitting process 
to allow for increased diversion activities. At this time, 
nearly half of the waste entering the landfill gate is sent 
through this "dirty" MRF for recovery of recyclables. 
Clean loads of commingled recyclables and loads identified 
as rich in recyclables are prioritized for processing. The 
MRF processes blue bag commingled recyclables from the 
incorporated cities. Glass, plastic, mixed paper, OCC, 
metals, HHW, greenwaste, and inerts can be separated 
during processing at the MRF. 

Government Programs 
Government Waste 
Reduction 
And Recycling 

X Recycling efforts at local government offices include paper 
recycling, reuse of one-sided scrap paper, doublesided 
copying, and electronic transfer of information. The City 
uses wood chips from landscaping maintenance activities in 
the landscaping of city offices and utilizes grasscycling in 
maintenance operations. The City also extensively reuses 
asphalt and concrete from building and roads projects. 

Supporting Programs: 
Public Education - 
Electronic 

X Planned efforts will be that the City will place new radio 
and tv ads and public address announcements and develop 
web page content in support of the curbside recycling 
program, curbside green-waste program, and construction 
industry efforts. The City will also include business 
program information on the city's web site. Multi-lingual 
materials will continue to be used and the existing 
relationship with the local Spanish broadcast media will be 
expanded. 

Public Education — Print X The City and local waste hauler distribute print materials at 
outeach events, in city offices and in support of specific 
efforts. Expanded efforts in the next twelve months will 
include flyers, brochures, labels on disposal containers, 
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Program Name/Type Existing Expanded New Dropped/ Not 
Implemented 

Staff Comments 

all businesses and focus on improvements for the 5 largest 
business’ diversion programs. Also, 96 gallon containers 
will be provided to small businesses for weekly collection. 
The City will also work with the City’s waste hauler and 
Sunset Recycling to improve on-site commercial pickup for 
paper/cardboard, and to comply with The City ordinance to 
report all recyclables removed from The City.  

Commercial Self Haul  
Recycling and 
Greenwaste 
 

 X   City staff will work with the County and landfill operator to 
expand commercial drop-off opportunities at the 
MRF/landfill site. Contracts will include adequate 
opportunities to increase the recovery of metals, 
construction and demolition wastes, greenwaste, 
woodwaste and other recyclables created by the business 
sector. The City will also work with local haulers to ensure 
that there are incentives for businesses to participate.  

Concrete/Asphalt/Rubble  X   The construction and demolition diversion program will be 
expanded through the expansion of collection programs and 
receiving areas at the landfill.  Participation will be 
encouraged through new ordinances, building policies, fee 
structures and enforcement activities.  New and expanded 
tipping areas will be developed for wood, concrete, asphalt, 
wallboard and metals.  City staff will work cooperatively 
with affected industries and City departments to ensure a 
practical and effective program is developed. 

Materials Recovery 
Facility 

X    Madera Disposal operates the Mammoth Materials 
Recovery Facility (MRF) located at the Fairmead Landfill.  
The MRF is currently going through the permitting process 
to allow for increased diversion activities.  At this time, 
nearly half of the waste entering the landfill gate is sent 
through this “dirty” MRF for recovery of recyclables.  
Clean loads of commingled recyclables and loads identified 
as rich in recyclables are prioritized for processing.  The 
MRF processes blue bag commingled recyclables from the 
incorporated cities.  Glass, plastic, mixed paper, OCC, 
metals, HHW, greenwaste, and inerts can be separated 
during processing at the MRF.   

Government Programs      
Government Waste 
Reduction  
And Recycling  

X    Recycling efforts at local government offices include paper 
recycling, reuse of one-sided scrap paper, doublesided 
copying, and electronic transfer of information.  The City 
uses wood chips from landscaping maintenance activities in 
the landscaping of city offices and utilizes grasscycling in 
maintenance operations.  The City also extensively reuses 
asphalt and concrete from building and roads projects. 

Supporting Programs:      
Public Education - 
Electronic  

 X   Planned efforts will be that the City will place new radio 
and tv ads and public address announcements and develop 
web page content in support of the curbside recycling 
program, curbside green-waste program, and construction 
industry efforts.  The City will also include business 
program information on the city’s web site.  Multi-lingual 
materials will continue to be used and the existing 
relationship with the local Spanish broadcast media will be 
expanded. 

Public Education – Print   X   The City and local waste hauler distribute print materials at 
outeach events, in city offices and in support of specific 
efforts.  Expanded efforts in the next twelve months will 
include flyers, brochures, labels on disposal containers, 
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Program Name/Type Existing Expanded New Dropped/ Not 
Implemented 

Staff Comments 

door hangers, and other print materials developed to 
support existing and expanded diversion programs 
including: 
• Various print materials will be distributed by the City 

and waste hauler to support the new curbside program. 
• Businesses will be encouraged to request waste 

assessments and will be informed of expanded business 
waste diversion programs through flyers, mail-outs and 
other materials distributed by both the City and waste 
haulers. 

• The City will develop a new bilingual print campaign 
supporting the curbside green-waste program focusing 
on areas where participation in the existing program 
can be improved. 

• The City, waste hauler and landfill operator will 
develop print material to encourage industry 
participation in the expanded construction and 
demolition diversion program and educate the industry 
regarding expanded opportunities. 

Procurement X While not in the City's application as submitted, the City 
has agreed to develop and formally adopt a recycled-
content procurement policy for the City. 

Public Education — 
Outreach 

X City staff currently attend the annual Business 
Extravaganza and local fairs. As resources allow additional 
events will be attended and workshop will be developed. 
The landfill operator, and the waste hauler will expand their 
joint efforts in community meetings, industry meetings, 
business fairs, schools, fairs and other opportunities as 
identified. 
Expanded Business programs will be highlighted at the 
annual Business Extravaganza. 
Curbside recycling will be a major focus of outreach efforts 
to support initiation of the program, providing information 
to all residents and businesses to utilize the new blue 
container for recyclables. 
City staff will have one-on-one contact with contractors and 
meetings with construction industry groups to support the 
implementation of the new C&D ordinance and expanded 
diversion opoortunities. 

Economic Incentives 
(6010) 

X Fee structures at the landfill/MRF support the diversion of 
greenwaste, woodwaste, construction and demolition and 
many recyclables. The city has had limited ability to 
develop business programs in part due to hauler's fee 
structures but is working with the local hauler to establish a 
system that will increase business diversion. City is also 
currently negotiating with the landfill operator to establish 
incentives for increased diversion. 
In support of the planned program expansions, economic 
incentives will also include enforcement of an ordinance 
that requires rate increases for non-compliance with green-
waste recycling ordinance. City currently gives a reduced 
can rate for clean green. The City will explore expanding 
this ordinance to include the new mixed recyclables 
container. 
The city will also educate the business community 
regarding decreased disposal fees opportunities through the 
waste assessment and outreach efforts. 
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Program Name/Type Existing Expanded New Dropped/ Not 
Implemented 

Staff Comments 

door hangers, and other print materials developed to 
support existing and expanded diversion programs 
including: 
• Various print materials will be distributed by the City 

and waste hauler to support the new curbside program. 
• Businesses will be encouraged to request waste 

assessments and will be informed of expanded business 
waste diversion programs through flyers, mail-outs and 
other materials distributed by both the City and waste 
haulers. 

• The City will develop a new bilingual print campaign 
supporting the curbside green-waste program focusing 
on areas where participation in the existing program 
can be improved. 

• The City, waste hauler and landfill operator will 
develop print material to encourage industry 
participation in the expanded construction and 
demolition diversion program and educate the industry 
regarding expanded opportunities.  

Procurement   X  While not in the City’s application as submitted, the City 
has agreed to develop and formally adopt a recycled-
content procurement policy for the City. 

Public Education – 
Outreach 

 X   City staff currently attend the annual Business 
Extravaganza and local fairs.  As resources allow additional 
events will be attended and workshop will be developed.  
The landfill operator, and the waste hauler will expand their 
joint efforts in community meetings, industry meetings, 
business fairs, schools, fairs and other opportunities as 
identified. 
Expanded Business programs will be highlighted at the 
annual Business Extravaganza. 
Curbside recycling will be a major focus of outreach efforts 
to support initiation of the program, providing information 
to all residents and businesses to utilize the new blue 
container for recyclables.   
City staff will have one-on-one contact with contractors and 
meetings with construction industry groups to support the 
implementation of the new C&D ordinance and expanded 
diversion opoortunities. 

Economic Incentives 
(6010) 

 X   Fee structures at the landfill/MRF support the diversion of 
greenwaste, woodwaste, construction and demolition and 
many recyclables.  The city has had limited ability to 
develop business programs in part due to hauler’s fee 
structures but is working with the local hauler to establish a 
system that will increase business diversion.  City is also 
currently negotiating with the landfill operator to establish 
incentives for increased diversion. 
In support of the planned program expansions, economic 
incentives will also include enforcement of an ordinance 
that requires rate increases for non-compliance with green-
waste recycling ordinance.  City currently gives a reduced 
can rate for clean green.  The City will explore expanding 
this ordinance to include the new mixed recyclables 
container. 
The city will also educate the business community 
regarding decreased disposal fees opportunities through the 
waste assessment and outreach efforts.  
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Program Name/Type Existing Expanded New Dropped/ Not Staff Comments 
Implemented 

Ordinances (6020) X The City has an ordinance that supports the curbside 
greenwaste collection by requiring a rate increase for non-
compliance with clean green-waste recycling. The City 
plans to improve the public awareness of this ordinance and 
the enforcement of the ordinance. The City will also 
explore expanding this ordinance to include the new mixed 
recyclables container. 
The City also has an ordinance which requires businesses to 
identify private recycling haulers working within the City. 
Information provided under this ordinance will be 
distributed to educate local businesses about available 
service providers. 
The City will develop a C&D ordinance as well as an 
approval process for all building or planning projects that 
will require a statement or plan for recycling of 
construction-demolition waste. 

Staff Analysis of SB 1066 Application: 

Plan of Correction: 
A jurisdiction's SB1066 time extension request must include a Plan of Correction that: 

a. demonstrates meeting 50 percent before the time extension expires; 
b. includes source reduction, recycling, and composting programs the City will implement 

(existing programs it will modify and/or new programs it will implement); 
c. identifies the date when 50 percent will be achieved; 
d. identifies funding necessary for new and/or expanded programs. 

Section W-A in Attachment 1 is the City's Plan of Correction that meets the above requirements. 
A complete listing of diversion programs the City is currently implementing is provided in 
Attachment 2. 

Staff analysis: Board staff has conducted an assessment of the City's current program 
implementation and its relationship to the City's waste stream, including a program review site 
visit in 2004. Based on that assessment, staff believes the City's current programs target both the 
City's residential and non-residential sector. 

However, the current programs need to be expanded for the City to provide adequate service to 
residents and businesses and maintain a diversion rate at or above 50%. As a result of the 
residential and commercial growth and changes in the demographics of the area, programs and 
facilities need to be expanded to adequately address the current demands of the City. 

Board staff agrees with the City's proposed Plan of Correction which provides for expansion of 
existing residential and commercial programs. For the residential sector these expansions 
include upgrades to the current methods for curbside collection of recyclables and greenwaste. 
For the commercial sector, program expansions will address the construction and demolition 
waste streams generated in the City, and utilize existing resources to expand technical assistance 
to businesses, stimulating growth in source reduction and recycling activities for this sector. 
Expansions to existing programs that will capture residentially generated recyclables, 
greenwaste, construction and demolition waste, and other business waste streams have been 
included in the Plan of Correction. As the diversion programs proposed by the City in its Plan of 
Correction will be targeting both large sectors, staff believes the proposed program expansions 
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Program Name/Type Existing Expanded New Dropped/ Not 
Implemented 

Staff Comments 

Ordinances (6020)  X   The City has an ordinance that supports the curbside 
greenwaste collection by requiring a rate increase for non-
compliance with clean green-waste recycling.  The City 
plans to improve the public awareness of this ordinance and 
the enforcement of the ordinance.  The City will also 
explore expanding this ordinance to include the new mixed 
recyclables container.   
The City also has an ordinance which requires businesses to 
identify private recycling haulers working within the City.  
Information provided under this ordinance will be 
distributed to educate local businesses about available 
service providers.   
The City will develop a C&D ordinance as well as an 
approval process for all building or planning projects that 
will require a statement or plan for recycling of 
construction-demolition waste.   

 
Staff Analysis of SB 1066 Application:  
 
Plan of Correction: 
A jurisdiction’s SB1066 time extension request must include a Plan of Correction that: 
     a. demonstrates meeting 50 percent before the time extension expires; 

           b.  includes source reduction, recycling, and composting programs the City will implement  
                (existing programs it will modify and/or new programs it will implement); 

     c.  identifies the date when 50 percent will be achieved; 
     d.  identifies funding necessary for new and/or expanded programs.  
 
Section IV-A in Attachment 1 is the City’s Plan of Correction that meets the above requirements.  
A complete listing of diversion programs the City is currently implementing is provided in 
Attachment 2.  
 
Staff analysis:  Board staff has conducted an assessment of the City’s current program 
implementation and its relationship to the City’s waste stream, including a program review site 
visit in 2004.  Based on that assessment, staff believes the City’s current programs target both the 
City’s residential and non-residential sector. 
 
However, the current programs need to be expanded for the City to provide adequate service to 
residents and businesses and maintain a diversion rate at or above 50%.   As a result of the 
residential and commercial growth and changes in the demographics of the area, programs and 
facilities need to be expanded to adequately address the current demands of the City.   
 
Board staff agrees with the City’s proposed Plan of Correction which provides for expansion of 
existing residential and commercial programs.  For the residential sector these expansions 
include upgrades to the current methods for curbside collection of recyclables and greenwaste.  
For the commercial sector, program expansions will address the construction and demolition 
waste streams generated in the City, and utilize existing resources to expand technical assistance 
to businesses, stimulating growth in source reduction and recycling activities for this sector.   
Expansions to existing programs that will capture residentially generated recyclables, 
greenwaste, construction and demolition waste, and other business waste streams have been 
included in the Plan of Correction.  As the diversion programs proposed by the City in its Plan of 
Correction will be targeting both large sectors, staff believes the proposed program expansions 
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are appropriate. 

The City is very dependent on the Mammoth Materials Recovery Facility and diversion 
programs at the Fairmead Landfill. Unfortunately, the existing facilities are not meeting the 
needs of the City largely due to the high rate of growth in the County as a whole. To support the 
planned program enhancements, the landfill and MRF need to provide greater processing 
capacity and new and expanded diversion programs. The City will continue to work with the 
County, local haulers and the landfill operator to ensure that adequate processing efforts are in 
place. The City has recently entered into a one-year extension of the service agreement with the 
landfill to provide the time necessary for program expansions. If the landfill/MRF can not 
provide adequate service, the City will look to other regional facilities and service providers. 
The landfill and MRF both have submitted permit revisions supporting the necessary expansions 
which are pending CIWMB approval. 

In addition to the proposed programs identified in the Plan of Correction, the City has agreed to 
develop and formally adopt a Recycled Content Procurement Policy for the City. Staff feels it 
would be appropriate to add this commitment to the Plan of Correction as a supporting program. 

Based on Board staff's understanding of the relevant circumstances in the City that contributed 
to its need for an extension, Board staff believes the City's Plan of Correction that targets both 
the residential and non-residential sectors will be a reasonable plan if the staff-recommended 
program are added. 

Justification for time extension request: 
Section IIIA-2 (in Attachment 1) addresses the City's need for the amount of time requested. 

Reason: The City has identified a number of programs and supporting activities to address 
residential and commercial waste streams. They have developed an aggressive timeline for 
implementation of these programs in the next 12 months. The City will need time initially to 
handle administrative activities supporting new and expanded programs including negotiating 
changes to the existing contract with the franchise hauler, soliciting bids and awarding contracts 
for new materials and services. The City is also negotiating with the County and the Landfill 
operator regarding renewal of the current agreement for use of the materials recovery facility and 
landfill. The time allotted will allow City managers time to complete these negotiations or 
identify alternatives if necessary. If the relationship with the Fairmead Landfill continues, 
completion of a permit revision expected in June 2005 will also be relevant to the timing of 
implementation for new and expanded activities at the landfill and MRF. 

Staff analysis: The one year time extension requested seems reasonable since sufficient time is 
necessary to develop expanded programs and coordinate with the County, the existing hauler and 
the landfill/MRF operator. The City is already making progress in many program areas and is 
clearly identifying the time necessary to purchase and distribute equipment for the expanded 
curbside recycling collection program. The City has developed a timeline which integrates 
public education into programs at appropriate times. The City has targeted completion of all 
programs by the end of 2005 and this seems reasonable. 

Primary barriers: 
Section IIIA-1 (of Attachment 1) addresses the primary barriers that have prevented the City 
from earlier implementation. 
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are appropriate. 
 
The City is very dependent on the Mammoth Materials Recovery Facility and diversion 
programs at the Fairmead Landfill.  Unfortunately, the existing facilities are not meeting the 
needs of the City largely due to the high rate of growth in the County as a whole. To support the 
planned program enhancements, the landfill and MRF need to provide greater processing 
capacity and new and expanded diversion programs.  The City will continue to work with the 
County, local haulers and the landfill operator to ensure that adequate processing efforts are in 
place.  The City has recently entered into a one-year extension of the service agreement with the 
landfill to provide the time necessary for program expansions.  If the landfill/MRF can not 
provide adequate service, the City will look to other regional facilities and service providers.  
The landfill and MRF both have submitted permit revisions supporting the necessary expansions 
which are pending CIWMB approval. 
 
In addition to the proposed programs identified in the Plan of Correction, the City has agreed to 
develop and formally adopt a Recycled Content Procurement Policy for the City.  Staff feels it 
would be appropriate to add this commitment to the Plan of Correction as a supporting program. 
 
Based on Board staff’s understanding of the relevant circumstances in the City that contributed 
to its need for an extension, Board staff believes the City’s Plan of Correction that targets both 
the residential and non-residential sectors will be a reasonable plan if the staff-recommended 
program are added. 
 
Justification for time extension request: 
Section IIIA-2 (in Attachment 1) addresses the City’s need for the amount of time requested.   
 
Reason:  The City has identified a number of programs and supporting activities to address 
residential and commercial waste streams.   They have developed an aggressive timeline for 
implementation of these programs in the next 12 months.  The City will need time initially to 
handle administrative activities supporting new and expanded programs including negotiating 
changes to the existing contract with the franchise hauler, soliciting bids and awarding contracts 
for new materials and services.  The City is also negotiating with the County and the Landfill 
operator regarding renewal of the current agreement for use of the materials recovery facility and 
landfill.   The time allotted will allow City managers time to complete these negotiations or 
identify alternatives if necessary.  If the relationship with the Fairmead Landfill continues, 
completion of a permit revision expected in June 2005 will also be relevant to the timing of 
implementation for new and expanded activities at the landfill and MRF. 
 
Staff analysis:  The one year time extension requested seems reasonable since sufficient time is 
necessary to develop expanded programs and coordinate with the County, the existing hauler and 
the landfill/MRF operator.  The City is already making progress in many program areas and is 
clearly identifying the time necessary to purchase and distribute equipment for the expanded 
curbside recycling collection program.  The City has developed a timeline which integrates 
public education into programs at appropriate times.  The City has targeted completion of all 
programs by the end of 2005 and this seems reasonable. 
 
Primary barriers: 
Section IIIA-1 (of Attachment 1) addresses the primary barriers that have prevented the City 
from earlier implementation.  
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The City has encountered multiple barriers to achieving the 50% diversion goal. Many of these 
barriers are related to the extraordinary high rate of growth in the City and the County. Primary 
barriers that have prevented the City from earlier implementation include: 

• The County as a whole is experiencing high growth, but it is still a rural county in nature. 
Although the City does not meet the definition of a rural community, the area faces some of the 
challenges often seen in rural communities, including limited resources, few large generators in 
the business community, and limited recycling centers. The region is in transition where 
financial and staff resources cannot keep up with a demand for increasing services. 

• The City focused limited resources in 1999 on pursuing a new base year in the hope that an 
updated study would reflect better diversion rates achieved through the implementation of the 
originally planned programs. The study was approved by the Board in 2001. 

• In the 1999/2000 biennial review cycle, the City was above the 50% diversion goal and was 
recognized by the Board for their achievement. The downward trend in diversion rates was 
amplified by population growth and reflected in the 2001/2002 biennial review cycle. 

• A major barrier to the City's success is the contractual agreement and reliance on the 
Mammoth MRF located at the Fairmead Landfill. The MRF is currently a dirty MRF and is 
not achieving the diversion rate consistent with the original commitments made to the City. 
Local jurisdictions recently called for an efficiency study to identify the limitation of the 
current design and operations of the MRF. This study includes recommended improvements 
for substantial changes to both the design and operations at the facility to improve recovery 
rates to a more reasonable level. Moving to a single stream recycling program will greatly 
increase recovery rates for the City. 

Staff analysis: 
Staff agrees with the City's explanation of barriers it has faced in meeting the diversion goals. 
The City and surrounding County are experiencing very high growth rates. This significant 
increase has put a strain on all government programs, facilities and services. The City has limited 
staff resources and multiple program assignments for individual staff members. Like many central 
valley jurisdictions, the City is challenged with insufficient staffing and funding and other 
competing issues to address such as employment, fire and police services and education. 

With population growth, the City faces increased waste generation and changes in the 
characterization of the waste stream. The original scope of programs from the SRRE addressed 
conditions of the time. Since then, additional program development has become necessary to 
account for residential and business growth. The landfill/MRF operator is trying to respond to the 
increases in waste generation, but the currently permitted capacities have limited program expansion. 
The City has been contractually obligated to the County facility which has impacted their ability to 
increase diversion rates or establish new programs. Permit revisions for the landfill and MRF are 
pending LEA and CIWMB approval which is expected in the next few months. The City has 
worked diligently with the County and the landfill/MRF operator to identify the problems associated 
with operations at the landfill/MRF that are limiting the effectiveness of current programs. The City 
is now in a better position to negotiate for better support programs and with permit approval the 
landfill/MRF can develop new and expanded operations. 

As soon as the diversion rate dropped below 50% in 2001, the City began working with Board 
staff to identify program improvements that can be implemented to improve the diversion rate 
and provide residents and businesses adequate service. Turnover in staff and management at the 
City has impacted the City's program development. 
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The City has encountered multiple barriers to achieving the 50% diversion goal.  Many of these 
barriers are related to the extraordinary high rate of growth in the City and the County. Primary 
barriers that have prevented the City from earlier implementation include: 
 
• The County as a whole is experiencing high growth, but it is still a rural county in nature.  

Although the City does not meet the definition of a rural community, the area faces some of the 
challenges often seen in rural communities, including limited resources, few large generators in 
the business community, and limited recycling centers.  The region is in transition where 
financial and staff resources cannot keep up with a demand for increasing services.   

• The City focused limited resources in 1999 on pursuing a new base year in the hope that an 
updated study would reflect better diversion rates achieved through the implementation of the 
originally planned programs.  The study was approved by the Board in 2001.   

• In the 1999/2000 biennial review cycle, the City was above the 50% diversion goal and was 
recognized by the Board for their achievement.   The downward trend in diversion rates was 
amplified by population growth and reflected in the 2001/2002 biennial review cycle.   

• A major barrier to the City’s success is the contractual agreement and reliance on the 
Mammoth MRF located at the Fairmead Landfill.  The MRF is currently a dirty MRF and is 
not achieving the diversion rate consistent with the original commitments made to the City.  
Local jurisdictions recently called for an efficiency study to identify the limitation of the 
current design and operations of the MRF.  This study includes recommended improvements 
for substantial changes to both the design and operations at the facility to improve recovery 
rates to a more reasonable level.  Moving to a single stream recycling program will greatly 
increase recovery rates for the City. 

 
Staff analysis:   
Staff agrees with the City’s explanation of barriers it has faced in meeting the diversion goals.   
The City and surrounding County are experiencing very high growth rates.  This significant 
increase has put a strain on all government programs, facilities and services.  The City has limited 
staff resources and multiple program assignments for individual staff members.  Like many central 
valley jurisdictions, the City is challenged with insufficient staffing and funding and other 
competing issues to address such as employment, fire and police services and education. 
 
With population growth, the City faces increased waste generation and changes in the 
characterization of the waste stream.  The original scope of programs from the SRRE addressed 
conditions of the time.  Since then, additional program development has become necessary to 
account for residential and business growth. The landfill/MRF operator is trying to respond to the 
increases in waste generation, but the currently permitted capacities have limited program expansion.  
The City has been contractually obligated to the County facility which has impacted their ability to 
increase diversion rates or establish new programs.   Permit revisions for the landfill and MRF are 
pending LEA and CIWMB approval which is expected in the next few months.  The City has 
worked diligently with the County and the landfill/MRF operator to identify the problems associated 
with operations at the landfill/MRF that are limiting the effectiveness of current programs.  The City 
is now in a better position to negotiate for better support programs and with permit approval the 
landfill/MRF can develop new and expanded operations. 
 
 As soon as the diversion rate dropped below 50% in 2001, the City began working with Board 
staff to identify program improvements that can be implemented to improve the diversion rate 
and provide residents and businesses adequate service.  Turnover in staff and management at the 
City has impacted the City’s program development.  
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In addition, PRC Section 41820(d) directs Board staff to provide technical 
assistance to a City that requests assistance in meeting the diversion requirements, 
such as identifying model policies and programs implemented by other 
jurisdictions of similar size, geography, and demographic mix. Lastly, a 
jurisdiction with a Board-approved time extension is required to include a 
summary of its progress in complying with its plan of correction in each annual 
report that is due prior to the end of the time extension [per PRC Section 
41821(b)(5)]. In addition to reporting its progress in an Annual Report which 
will serve as a final report at the end of the extension, staff recommends the City 
also be required to submit one six month progress report as well. 

3. Findings 
Staff has determined that the Board may grant the requested Time Extension 
because it meets the requirements of PRC Section 41820; specifically: 
• The jurisdiction has submitted all required planning elements. 
• The jurisdiction is making a good faith effort to implement the programs 

identified in its SRRE. 
• The jurisdiction has submitted a plan of correction demonstrating that it will 

meet the diversion requirements by the time the extension expires including: 
the programs that it will expand or start implementing, the dates of 
implementation, and the means of funding. 

A comprehensive list of the City's SRRE-selected and implemented diversion 
programs is provided in Attachment 2. Because of the City's efforts to-date and 
its plans for expanding those efforts to reach the 50 percent diversion requirement 
as outlined in its Plan of Correction, staff is recommending approval of the City's 
time extension application. 

B. Environmental Issues 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any environmental issues related 
to this item. 

C. Program/Long Term Impacts 
Allowing the City more time to implement diversion programs will help to increase 
waste diversion, both locally and statewide. 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Allowing the City more time to implement new and expanding diversion programs 
and to measure the impact these newly expanded programs have had on diversion will 
assist the City in achieving the diversion requirement of PRC Section 41780. 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impact to the Board results from this item. 

F. Legal Issues 
As discussed above, this item represents the process for implementing PRC Section 
41820 that allows jurisdictions to petition for more time to implement additional 
diversion programs to achieve the 50 percent diversion requirement for 2000, and 
allows the Board the discretion to grant that time extension. 
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In addition, PRC Section 41820(d) directs Board staff to provide technical 
assistance to a City that requests assistance in meeting the diversion requirements, 
such as identifying model policies and programs implemented by other 
jurisdictions of similar size, geography, and demographic mix.  Lastly, a 
jurisdiction with a Board-approved time extension is required to include a 
summary of its progress in complying with its plan of correction in each annual 
report that is due prior to the end of the time extension [per PRC Section 
41821(b)(5)].   In addition to reporting its progress in an Annual Report which 
will serve as a final report at the end of the extension, staff recommends the City 
also be required to submit one six month progress report as well.  

 
3.  Findings

Staff has determined that the Board may grant the requested Time Extension 
because it meets the requirements of PRC Section 41820; specifically: 
• The jurisdiction has submitted all required planning elements. 
• The jurisdiction is making a good faith effort to implement the programs 

identified in its SRRE. 
• The jurisdiction has submitted a plan of correction demonstrating that it will 

meet the diversion requirements by the time the extension expires including: 
the programs that it will expand or start implementing, the dates of 
implementation, and the means of funding. 

 
A comprehensive list of the City’s SRRE-selected and implemented diversion 
programs is provided in Attachment 2.  Because of the City’s efforts to-date and 
its plans for expanding those efforts to reach the 50 percent diversion requirement 
as outlined in its Plan of Correction, staff is recommending approval of the City’s 
time extension application.   
 

B. Environmental Issues 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any environmental issues related 
to this item.  
 

C. Program/Long Term Impacts 
Allowing the City more time to implement diversion programs will help to increase 
waste diversion, both locally and statewide. 
 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Allowing the City more time to implement new and expanding diversion programs 
and to measure the impact these newly expanded programs have had on diversion will 
assist the City in achieving the diversion requirement of PRC Section 41780.   
 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impact to the Board results from this item.  
 

F. Legal Issues 
As discussed above, this item represents the process for implementing PRC Section 
41820 that allows jurisdictions to petition for more time to implement additional 
diversion programs to achieve the 50 percent diversion requirement for 2000, and 
allows the Board the discretion to grant that time extension. 
 



Board Meeting Agenda Item-8 
March 15-16, 2005 

VI.  

VII.  

VIII.  

G. Environmental Justice 
Community Setting. 

2000 Census Data — Demographics for City of Madera 
% White % Hispanic % Black %Native 

American 
%Asian %Pacific 

Islander 
%Other 

25.1 67.8 3.3 0.9 1.3 0.1 0.1 

2000 Census Data — Economic Data for City of Madera 
Median annual income* Mean (average) income* % individuals below poverty level 

$47,493 $65,628 32.5 
* Per household 

Environmental 
• Efforts 

radio 
and 
the 

• Project 

rates. 

H. 2001 Strategic 
This item 
ability to 
(Assess 
disposal, 
implement 

This item 
to minimize 
jurisdictions 
demonstrating 
and/or 

FUNDING 
This item does 

ATTACHMENTS 
1. SB1066 
2. Program 
3. Resolution 

A. Program 
B. Legal Staff: 
C. Administrative 

Justice 

and TV ads 
commercial sectors. 

at Environmental 
Issues. 

Justice Outreach. The City uses brochures, flyers, and 
to promote recycling and specific program efforts to all residential 

To increase participation and support program expansions, 
additional dissemination of information to residents and 

in the plan of correction. The City develops all residential 
and Spanish and has clearly identified areas of the jurisdiction 

is the primary language. The City will work with businesses to 
specific materials or programs needed. 

The expansion of the existing, and implementation of the 
listed in this item will help to increase the City's diversion 
will also benefit the County's diversion programs. 

Plan goal 2, objective 3 (Support local jurisdictions' 
California's waste diversion mandates), strategy (D) 

governments' efforts to implement programs and reduce 
action as needed) by assessing the City's efforts to 

and reduce disposal. 

Strategic Plan goal 7, objective 1 (Promote source reduction 
of waste generated, strategy (B) (Continue to work with 

they meet and/or exceed existing waste diversion mandates) by 
continual efforts to work with jurisdictions to ensure they meet 

diversion mandates. 

any Board fiscal action. 

Application for the City of Madera 
City of Madera 

FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
Lee Phone: (916) 341-6260 

Phone: (916) 341-6080 
NA Phone: NA 

businesses 
materials 
in which 
identify 

additional 

STAFF RESPONSIBLE 

City has planned 
as outlined 

in English 
Spanish 

any culturally 
Benefits. 

programs 
Improvements 

Plan 
supports Strategic 
reach and maintain 

and assist local 
taking corrective 

programs 

also supports 
the amount 
to ensure 

staffs 
exceed the waste 

INFORMATION 
not require 

Time Extension 
Listing for the 

Number 2005-66 

Staff: Natalie 
Elliot Block 

Staff: 
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G. Environmental Justice 
Community Setting.   

 
2000 Census Data – Demographics for City of Madera 

% White % Hispanic % Black %Native 
American 

%Asian %Pacific 
Islander 

%Other 

25.1 67.8 3.3 0.9 1.3 0.1 0.1 
 

2000 Census Data – Economic Data for City of Madera 
Median annual income* Mean (average) income* % individuals below poverty level 

$47,493 $65,628 32.5 
* Per household 
 
Environmental Justice Issues.   

• Efforts at Environmental Justice Outreach.  The City uses brochures, flyers, and 
radio and TV ads to promote recycling and specific program efforts to all residential 
and commercial sectors.  To increase participation and support program expansions, 
the City has planned additional dissemination of information to residents and 
businesses as outlined in the plan of correction.  The City develops all residential 
materials in English and Spanish and has clearly identified areas of the jurisdiction 
in which Spanish is the primary language.  The City will work with businesses to 
identify any culturally specific materials or programs needed. 

• Project Benefits.  The expansion of the existing, and implementation of the 
additional programs listed in this item will help to increase the City’s diversion 
rates.  Improvements will also benefit the County’s diversion programs. 

 
H. 2001 Strategic Plan 

This item supports Strategic Plan goal 2, objective 3 (Support local jurisdictions’ 
ability to reach and maintain California’s waste diversion mandates), strategy (D) 
(Assess and assist local governments’ efforts to implement programs and reduce 
disposal, taking corrective action as needed) by assessing the City’s efforts to 
implement programs and reduce disposal.  
 
This item also supports Strategic Plan goal 7, objective 1 (Promote source reduction 
to minimize the amount of waste generated, strategy (B) (Continue to work with 
jurisdictions to ensure they meet and/or exceed existing waste diversion mandates) by 
demonstrating staff’s continual efforts to work with jurisdictions to ensure they meet 
and/or exceed the waste diversion mandates. 
 

VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
This item does not require any Board fiscal action.  

 
VII. ATTACHMENTS 

1. SB1066 Time Extension Application for the City of Madera 
2. Program Listing for the City of Madera 
3. Resolution Number 2005-66 

 
VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 

A.  Program Staff:  Natalie Lee                            Phone:  (916) 341-6260 
B.  Legal Staff:  Elliot Block       Phone:  (916) 341-6080 
C.  Administrative Staff:  NA                             Phone:   NA 
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IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION 
A. Support 

City of Madera. 
B. Opposition 

Staff had not received any written opposition at the time this item 
publication. 

was submitted for 
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To request a Time Extension (TE) or Alternative Diversion Requirement (ADR), please complete and sign this request 
sheet and return it to your Office of Local Assistance (OLA) representative at the address below, along with any additional 
information requested by OLA staff. When all documentation has been received, your OLA representative will work with 
you to prepare for your appearance before the Board. If you have any questions about this process, please call (916) 
341-6199 to be connected to your OLA representative. 

Mail completed documents to: 

California Integrated Waste Management Board 
Office of Local Assistance, (MS 25) 
1001 I Street 
PO Box 4025 
Sacramento CA 95812-4025 

General Instructions: 

For a Time Extension complete Sections I, II, Ill-A, IV-A, and V. 

For an Alternative Diversion Requirement complete Sections I, II, Ill-B, IV-B and V. 

Section I: Jurisdiction Information and Certification 
All respondents must complete this section. 

I certify under penalty of perjury that the information in this document is true and correct to the best 
and that I am authorized to make this certification on behalf of: 

of my knowledge, 

Jurisdiction Name 

City of Madera 

County 

Madera 

Authorized Signature Title 

City Administrator 
IlliA kar EIP • -.. i...- 

V 
Type/Print Name of Person Signing 

David Tooley 

Date 

November 18, 2004 

Phone 

(559) 661-5400 

Person Completing This Form (please print or type) 

Ray Salazar, P.E. 
Ronald S. Frye, MSW Consulting 

Title 

Deputy City Engineer 

Phone 

(559)661-5420 

E-mail Address 

RSalazar@cityofmadera.com  

DTooley@cityofmadera.com  

Fax 

(559)674-0446 

Mailing Address 

205 West 4th  Street 

City 

Madera 

State 

CA 

ZIP Code 

93637 
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Section II—Cover Sheet 

This cover sheet is to be completed for each Time Extension (TE) or Alternative Diversion 
Requirement (ADR) requested. 

1. Eligibility 
Has your jurisdiction filed its Source Reduction and Recycling Element, Household Hazardous Waste 
Element, and Nondisposal Facility Element with the Board (must have been filed by July 1, 1998 if you are 
requesting an ADR)? 

❑ No. If no, stop; not eligible for a TE or ADR. 

Yes. If yes, then eligible for a TE or ADR. 

2. Specific Request and Length of Request 

Please specify the request desired. 

Time Extension Request 

Specific years requested _2004/2005 

Is this a second request? No ❑ Yes Specific years requested. _ 
(Note: Requests for an additional extension will need to address why the jurisdiction's efforts to 
meet the 50% goal by the end of the first extension were not successful.) 

❑ Alternative Diversion Requirement Request (Not allowed for Regional Agencies). 

Specific ADR requested %, for the years_ . _ 

Is this a second ADR request? ❑ No ❑ Yes Specific ADR requested %, for the _ 
years 

-Note: Requests for an additional ADR will need to address why the jurisdiction's efforts to meet 
50% by the end of the first ADR period were not successful.) 

Note: Extensions may be requested anytime by a jurisdiction, but will only be effective in the years from 
January 1, 2000 to January 1, 2006. An original request for a TE/ADR may be granted for any period up to 
three years and subsequent requests for TE/ADR may extend the original request or be based on new 
circumstances but the total number of years for all requests cannot total more than five years or extend 
beyond January 1, 2006. 

Board Meeting
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Section IIIA—TIME EXTENSION 

Within this section, discuss your jurisdiction's progress in implementing diversion programs that 
were planned to achieve 50%. Provide any additional information that demonstrates "good faith 
effort." The CIWMB shall determine your jurisdiction's progress in demonstrating "good faith 
effort" towards complying with AB 939. Note: The answers to each question should be 
comprehensive and provide specific details regarding the jurisdiction's situation. 

Attach additional sheets if necessary—please refe►ence each response to the appropriate cell number (e.g., II1A-1). 

1. Why does your jurisdiction need more time to meet the 50% goal? Describe why SRRE selected 
programs did not achieve 50% diversion. Identify barriers to meeting the 50% goal and briefly indicate 
how they will be overcome. 

The City has encountered multiple barriers to achieving the 50% diversion goal. Many of these barriers are related 
to the extraordinary high rate of growth in the City (36,598 in January 1999 to 48,366 in January 2004) and the 
County in the last 14 years. 

The original scope of programs from the SRRE addressed conditions of the time. Since then additional program 
development has become necessary to account for residential and business growth and changes in regional 
infrastructure. 

A major barrier to the City's success is the contractual agreement and reliance on the Mammoth MRF located at 
the Fairmead Landfill. The MRF is currently a dirty MRF and is not achieving the diversion rate consistent with 
the original commitments made to the City. Local jurisdictions recently called for an efficiency study to identify 
the limitation of the current design and operations of the MRF. This study includes recommended 
improvements for substantial changes to both the design and operations at the facility to improve recovery rates 
to a more reasonable level. Moving to a single stream recycling program will greatly increase recovery rates for 
the City. 

Although the County as a whole is experiencing high growth, it is still a rural county in nature. Although the City 
does not meet the definition of a rural community, but the area faces some of the challenges often seen in rural 
communities, including limited resources, large generators in the business community, and limited recycling 
centers. The region is in transition where financial and staff resources cannot keep up with a demand for 
increasing services. 

The City focused limited resources in 1999 on pursuing a new base year in the hope that an updated study would 
reflect better diversion rates achieved through the implementation of the originally planned programs. The 
study was approved by the Board in 2001. 

In the 1999/2000 biennial review cycle, the City was above the 50% diversion goal and was recognized by the 
Board for their achievement. The downward trend in diversion rates was amplified by population growth and 
reflected in the 2001/2002 biennial review cycle. The City has since worked with Board staff, has identified 
program improvements that can be implemented to improve the diversion rate and bring consistency to 
programs in the County as a whole. The proposed program improvements will address construction and 
demolition wastes associated with the current population growth. Expansion of residential and commercial 
diversion programs will address the increased waste stream and changes in collection needed to address the 
growth rates. 
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2. Why does your jurisdiction need the amount of time requested? Describe any relevant circumstances in 
the jurisdiction that contribute to the need for a Time Extension. 

The City has identified a number of programs and supporting activities to address residential and commercial waste 
streams. They have developed an aggressive timeline for implementation of these programs in the next 12 —
14 months. The City will need time initially to handle administrative activities supporting new and expanded 
programs including negotiating changes to the existing contract with the franchise hauler, and soliciting bids 
and awarding contracts for new materials and services. The City is also negotiating with the County and the 
Landfill operator regarding renewal of the current agreement for use of the materials recovery facility and 
landfill. The time allotted will allow city managers to complete these negotiations or identify alternatives if 
necessary. If the relationship with the Fairmead Landfill continues, completion of a permit revision expected in 
June 2005 will also be relevant to the timing of implementation for new and expanded activities at the landfill 
and MRF. 

3. Describe your jurisdiction's Good Faith Efforts to implement the programs in its SRRE. 

The City submitted a SRRE with 18 programs. The City has implemented all programs. The City has a MRF for 
removal of recyclables, a Green Waste Collection Program, a Household Hazardous Waste program with a 
regional permanent facility (not yet fully permitted), educational programs, regulatory ordinances in place or in 
development and a technical assistance programs. 

The City has hired a Recycling Coordinator and is advertising for a Recycliing Manager. 

The City contracted with a Solid Waste Consulting firm to establish a new base year and was approved by the 
CIWMB. 

The City participates in regional working groups and is actively involved in the review of the efficiency study of the 
MRF/Landfill. 

4. Provide any additional relevant information that supports the request. 

The City through the efforts of the new base year identified numerous private recyclers operating in the City. To 
work with this industry, the City has an ordinance requiring all entities that pick-up recyclable materials within the 
city to report material types collected annually. This ordinance has allowed the City to develop it's knowledge of 
private recycling activities to better support the business community. Although some local businesses buy recycled 
materials, the City will formalize the current procurement policies to cover the City purchasing activities. 

If the City maintains it's agreement with the County's landfill for disposal and diversion activities, the City will be 
actively involved in improvements and expansions at the landfill and MRF as described in the efficiancy report and 
subsequent negotiations. The improvements should include expanded sorting of materials at the County's MRF 
through addition of a new sorting line and changes to current operations. The landfill when the permit revision is 
complete will also expand the drop off, greenwaste, HHW and C&D collection areas. 
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Section IIIB—ALTERNATIVE DIVERSION REQUIREMENT 

Within this section, discuss your jurisdiction's progress in implementing diversion programs that 
were planned to achieve 50%. Provide any additional information that demonstrates "good faith 
effort?' The CIWMB shall determine your jurisdiction's efforts in demonstrating "good faith 
effort" towards complying with AB 939. Note: The answers to each question should be 
comprehensive and provide specific details regarding the jurisdiction's situation. 
Attach additional sheets if necessary—please reference each response to the appropriate cell number (e.g., 1118-1.). 

1. Why does your jurisdiction need and Alternative Diversion Requirement? Describe why SRRE selected 
programs did not achieve 50% diversion. Identify barriers to meeting the 50% goal and briefly indicate how 
they will be overcome. 

2. Why is your jurisdiction requesting an Alternative Diversion Requirement in lieu of a Time Extension? 

3. Describe your jurisdiction's Good Faith Efforts to implement the programs in its SRRE. 

4. Describe any relevant circumstances in the jurisdiction that contribute to the need for an ADR. Provide 
any relevant information that supports the request. 
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Section IV A PLAN OF CORRECTION 

• A Plan of Correction is required by PRC Section 41820(a)(6)(B). The plan is fundamentally a 
description of the actions the jurisdiction will take to meet the 50% goal by the expiration of the Time 
Extension. 
Attach additional sheets if necessary. 

Residential % 38 Non-residential % 62 

PROGRAM TYPE 

Please use the Board's 
Program Types. The 
Program Glossary is 
online at: 

www.ciwmb.ca.gov/ 
LGCentral/PARIS/Codes/ 
Reduce.htm 

NEW or 
EXPAND 

DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM FUNDING 
SOURCE 

DATE FULLY 
COMPLETED 

ESTIMATED 
PERCENT 

DIVERSION 

2000-RC-CRB 
Residential Curbside 

Expand 

Purchase and distribute new 96 gallon containers for 
collection of mixed recyclables to all single family 
residences and small businesses for weekly pickup. 
Phase in 96 gallon containers during the period of July 
1, 2005 through August 30, 2005. New containers will 
be for the collection of glass, metal, plastics, paper and 
cardboard. Also will integrate green waste clean-up 
policy as part of the new collection program. 

City, 
Waste 
Hauler, 
and 
Landfill 
Operator 

August 30, 
2005 

4% 

2030-RC-OSP 
Commercial On-Site 
Pickup 

Expand 

Work with City% waste hauler and Sunset Recycling to 
improve on-site commercial pickup for paper/cardboard, 
and to comply with City ordinance to report all 
recyclables removed from the City. Coordinate pickup 
programs with Gottschalks, Home Depot, Office Depot 
and Food MAX. 

Waste 
Hauler 

June 2005 1% 

2040 -RC-SFH 
Commercial Self-Haul 

Expand 

Expand commercial recycling opportunities at the 
existing landfill or any new negotiated agreement to 
increase recovery of metals, construction and 
demolition, greenwaste, woodwaste, and standard 
recyclable materials. Business waste audits and 
ordinance development will support this program. 
Diversion increase shared with C&D Program estimate. 

City, 
Landfill 
Operator 

December 
2005 

1% 

3000-CM-RCG 
Residential Curbside 
Greenwaste Collection 

Expand 

Enhanced residential green waste program, outreach, 
and enforcement of City green waste ordinances. Need 
to increase green waste participation by citizens to 
provide a clean product. Additional blue recycling 
container will reduce contamination due to container 
overflow. 

City August 2005 1% 

4060-SP-CAR 
Concrete/Asphalt/Rubble 
(C&D) 

Expand 

Expand construction and demolition recycling programs 
at County Landfill. See attached letter. County Landfill 
operator will establish wood, concrete, blacktop, 
wallboard and metal tipping areas and recycling. City 
will implement program to require all permits for 
construction/demolition to have C&D Recycling 
Statement and Plan at time permit is issued. City 
inspectors will enforce C&D Recycling. City staff will 
coordinate the implementation of the program between 
the industry, hauler, and landfill operator. 

City, 
Landfill 
Operator 
& Tipping 
Fees. 

December 
2005 

2% 

Total Estimated Diversion Percent From New and/or Expanded Programs 
9% 

Current Diversion Rate Percent From Latest Annual Report 45% 
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PROGRAMS SUPPORTING DIVERSION ACTIVITIES (Continued) 

PROGRAM TYPE NEW or 
EXPANDED 

DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM DATE FULLY 
COMPLETED 

1020-SR-BWR 
Business Source Reduction 

Expand Conduct business waste assessments for 5 largest firms 
(Gottschalks, Home Depot, Wal-Mart, Office Depot, FoodMAX) 
each year. This effort supports the commercial on site and self haul 
programs. Education and outreach programs will coordinate with 
this effort. 

December 2005 

5000 —ED-ELC 
Electronic 

Expand Place new radio and tv ads and public address announcements and 
develop web page content in support of the curbside recycling 
program, curbside green-waste program, and construction industry 
efforts. 
Include business program information on city's web site. 

On-going 

5010-ED-PRN 
Public Education/Print Materials 

Expand Print materials will be developed to support diversion programs 
including: flyers, brochures, labels on disposal containers, door 
hangers, and other print materials as outlined below: 

• Various print materials will be distributed by the City and 
waste hauler to support the new curbside program. 

• Businesses wil be encouraged to request waste 
assessments and informed of expanded business waste 
diversion programs through flyers, mail-outs and other 
materials distributed by both the City and waste haulers. 

• The City will develop a new bilingual print campaign 
supporting the curbside green-waste program focusing on 
areas where participation in the existing program can be 
improved. 

• The City, waste hauler and landfill operator will develop 
print material to encourage industry participation in the 
expanded construction and demolition diversion program 
and educate the industry regarding expanded 
opportunities. 

June 2005 

5020-ED-OUT 
Public Education/Out-reach 

Expand City staff, the landfill operator, and the waste hauler will expand 
their joint efforts in community meetings, industry meetings, 
business fairs, schools, fairs and other opportunities as identified. 

Expanded Business programs will be highlihgted at the annual 
Business Extravaganza. 

Curbside recycling will be a major focus of outreach efforts to 
support initiation of the program, providing information to all 
residents and businesses to utilize the new blue container for 
recydables. 

City staff will have one-on-one contact with contractors and 
meetings with construction industry groups to support the 
implementatioh of the new C&D ordinance and expanded diversion 
opoortunities. 

July 2005 

6010-PI-EIN 
Economic Incentives 

Expanded Economic incentives include: 
The City will improve enforcement of the existing ordinance to 
require rate increase for non-compliance with green-waste 
recycling. City now gives a reduced can rate for clean green. Need 
to inform residents that their disposal rate can be increased if they 
fail to keep the green collection container clean. The City will 
explore expanding this ordinance to include the new mixed 

July 2005 
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recyclables container. 

City will also educate business community regarding decreased 
disposal fees opportunities through the waste assessment and 
outreach efforts. 

• 

City is currently negotiating with the hauler and landfill operator to 
establish incentives for increased diversion. 

6020-PI-ORD New/ 
Expand 

City will develop a C&D ordinance as well as an approval process 
for all building or planning projects that will require a statement or 
plan for recycling of construction/demolition waste. 

January 2005 

Enforce City ordinance to require rate increase for non-compliance 
with green-waste recycling ordinance. The City will also explore 
expanding this ordinance to include the new mixed recyclables 
container. 

County is also looking to enact a C&D ordinance for the landfill 
which will further support City efforts. 
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Section IV B—GOAL ACHIEVEMENT 

Goal Achievement describes the activities the jurisdiction will use to achieve the ADR. • 
Attach additional sheets if necessary.. 

Residential % Non-residential % 

PROGRAM TYPE 

Please use the 
Board's Program 
Types. The Program 
Glossary is online at: 

www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LG  
Central/PARIS/Codes/ 
Reduce.htm 

NEW or 
EXPAND 

DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM 

DIVERSION  

FUNDING 
SOURCE 

DATE FULLY 
COMPLETED 

ESTIMATED 
PERCENT 

Total Estimated Diversion Percent From New and/or Expanded Programs 

Current Diversion Rate Percent From Latest Annual Report 

Total Planned Diversion Percent Estimated 

PROGRAMS SUPPORTING DIVERSION ACTIVITIES 

PROGRAM TYPE NEW or 
EXPAND 

DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM DATE FULLY 
COMPLETED 

P 
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Section V — PARIS 

Office of Local Assistance staff will be reviewing your Jurisdiction's Planning Annual Report 
Information System (PARIS) database printout as part of the evaluation of your request. Should 
the Jurisdiction have updates or revisions to the program implementation from the latest Annual 
Report submitted to the Board, please attach to the application the Jurisdiction's PARIS database 
printout showing updates or revisions. 

Contact your Office of Local Assistance Representative at (916) 341-6199 for a copy of PARIS, or go to 
the Board's website at www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/PARIS/.  
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Office of Local Assistance Page 1 

Program Listing for Date Printed 

Madera February 4,2005 

Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998  1999  2000  2001  2002  
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

1000-SR-XGC N Y 1999 PF PF PF PF 4, 5 SI SO SO SO 
Xeriscaping/Grasscycling 

1010-SR-BCM Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Backyard and On-Site Composting/Mulching 

1020-SR-BWR Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Business Waste Reduction Program 

1030-SR-PMT Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Procurement 

1050-SR-GOV Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Government Source Reduction Programs 

2000-RC-CRB N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Residential Curbside 

2010-RC-DRP Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Residential Drop-Off 

2020-RC-BYB Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Residential Buy-Back 

2030-RC-OSP Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Commercial On-Site Pickup 

2040-RC-SFH N N 1995 Al AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
Commercial Self-Haul 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year 

1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 

SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 
or 

4 = Insufficient funding. 
5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 
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 Office of Local Assistance Page 1 
 Program Listing for Date Printed 
 Madera February 4,2005 

 Pre 1995 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ ------ 2001 ------ ------ 2002 ------ 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 1000-SR-XGC N Y 1999 PF PF PF PF 4, 5 SI SO SO SO 
 Xeriscaping/Grasscycling 

 1010-SR-BCM Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Backyard and On-Site Composting/Mulching 

 1020-SR-BWR Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Business Waste Reduction Program 

 1030-SR-PMT Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Procurement 

 1050-SR-GOV Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Government Source Reduction Programs 

 2000-RC-CRB N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Residential Curbside 

 2010-RC-DRP Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Residential Drop-Off 

 2020-RC-BYB Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Residential Buy-Back 

 2030-RC-OSP Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Commercial On-Site Pickup 

 2040-RC-SFH N N 1995 AI AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
 Commercial Self-Haul 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 

pplication:  PARIS            city was not incorporated or  
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Office of Local Assistance Page 2 

Program Listing for Date Printed 

Madera February 4,2005 

Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998 1999  2000  2001  2002  
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

3000-CM-RCG N Y 1999 PF PF PF PF SI SO SO SO 
Residential Curbside Greenwaste Collection 

3010-CM-RSG N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Residential Self-haul Greenwaste 

4000-SP-ASH N Y 1996 PF SI SO D 99 DE 99 DE 99 DE 99 DE 99 
Ash 

4010-SP-SLG Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Sludge (sewage/industrial) 

4020-SP-TRS Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Tires 

4030-SP-WHG Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
White Goods 

4040-SP-SCM Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Scrap Metal 

4050-SP-WDW Y Y 1998 D 99 DE 99 DE 99 SI SO SO SO SO 
Wood Waste 

4060-SP-CAR Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Concrete/Asphalt/Rubble 

4090-SP-RND Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Rendering 

Status Code Legend 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 

Reason Code 
1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 

AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 

2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 

M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 
or 

4 = Insufficient funding. 
5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 
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 Program Listing for Date Printed 
 Madera February 4,2005 

 Pre 1995 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ ------ 2001 ------ ------ 2002 ------ 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 3000-CM-RCG N Y 1999 PF PF PF PF SI SO SO SO 
 Residential Curbside Greenwaste Collection 

 3010-CM-RSG N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Residential Self-haul Greenwaste 

 4000-SP-ASH N Y 1996 PF SI SO D 99 DE 99 DE 99 DE 99 DE 99 
 Ash 

 4010-SP-SLG Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Sludge (sewage/industrial) 

 4020-SP-TRS Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Tires 

 4030-SP-WHG Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 White Goods 

 4040-SP-SCM Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Scrap Metal 

 4050-SP-WDW Y Y 1998 D 99 DE 99 DE 99 SI SO SO SO SO 
 Wood Waste 

 4060-SP-CAR Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Concrete/Asphalt/Rubble 

 4090-SP-RND Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Rendering 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 

pplication:  PARIS            city was not incorporated or  
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Madera February 4,2005 

Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998  1999  2000  2001  2002  
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

4100-SP-OTH Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Other Special Waste 

5000-ED-ELC N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Electronic (radio ,TV, web, hotlines) 

5010-ED-PRN N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Print (brochures, flyers, guides, news articles) 

5020-ED-OUT N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Outreach (tech assistance, presentations, awards, 
fairs, field trips) 

5030-ED-SCH Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Schools (education and curriculum) 

6010-PI-EIN Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Economic Incentives 

6020-PI-ORD N Y NA PF PF PF PF 4, 5 PF 4, 5 PF PF PF 
Ordinances 

7000-FR-MRF N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
MRF 

7010-FR-LAN N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Landfill 

7030-FR-CMF N Y NA PF PF PF PF PF PF PF PF 
Composting Facility 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year 

1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 

SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 
or 

4 = Insufficient funding. 
5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 
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 fairs, field trips) 

 5030-ED-SCH Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Schools (education and curriculum) 

 6010-PI-EIN Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Economic Incentives 

 6020-PI-ORD N Y NA PF PF PF PF 4, 5 PF 4, 5 PF PF PF 
 Ordinances 

 7000-FR-MRF N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 MRF 

 7010-FR-LAN N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Landfill 

 7030-FR-CMF N Y NA PF PF PF PF PF PF PF PF 
 Composting Facility 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
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Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998 1999  2000  2001  2002  
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

7040-FR-ADC N N 1999 NA NA NA NA Al AO AO AO 
Alternative Daily Cover 

8010-TR-BIO Y Y 1990 D 99 DE 99 DE 99 DE 99 DE 99 DE 99 Al AO 
Biomass 

9000-HH-PMF N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Permanent Facility 

9010-HH-MPC N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Mobile or Periodic Collection 

9040-HH-EDP N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Education Programs 

Add any additional programs below 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 
or 

4 = Insufficient funding. 
5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 
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 Education Programs 

Add any additional programs below 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-66 (Revised) 

Consideration Of The Application For A SB1066 Time Extension By The City Of Madera, 
Madera County 

WHEREAS, Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 41825 requires the Board to review each 
City, County, and Regional Agency's (jurisdiction) Source Reduction and Recycling Element 
(SRRE) at least once every two years; and 

WHEREAS, by conducting the Biennial Review in accordance with Title 14 California Code of 
Regulations Section 18772, the Board will determine if a jurisdiction has implemented its SRRE 
programs, and if a jurisdiction is meeting the diversion requirements as specified under PRC 
Section 41780; and 

WHEREAS, in 1997, Senate Bill (SB) 1066 modified PRC Section 41820 and Section 41785 
for multiple year and multiple requests from jurisdictions for Time Extensions or Alternative 
Diversion Requirements in meeting the 50 percent diversion requirement; and 

WHEREAS, the Board developed an application intended to provide guidance on the 
information and documentation that is needed to meet the requirements identified in PRC 
Sections 41820 and 41785, and approved the application on May 23, 2000; and 

WHEREAS, based on the staff review of the SRRE for the City of Madera (City), Board staff 
found that the City has been implementing diversion programs but needs more time to achieve 
the 50 percent diversion requirement; and 

WHEREAS, the City has submitted the necessary information and documentation required in a 
completed SB1066 Time Extension application; 

WHEREAS, PRC Section 41820 allows the Board when considering an SB1066 Time Extension 
application to make specific recommendations for the implementation of additional programs; and 

WHEREAS, based on the staff review of the completed SB1066 Time Extension application, 
Board staff recommend and the City concurs that they will incorporate one additional program: 
the development and formal adoption of a Recycled Content Procurement Policy for the City: and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board directs the City of Madera to add 
the development and formal adoption of a Recycled Content Procurement Policy for the City into 
the Goal,Uhievement-Plan Plan of Correction and with this addition hereby accepts the City of 
Madera SB 1066 application for a Time Extension until December 31, 2005, to implement its 
SRRE and to meet the 50 percent diversion requirement. 

(over) 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-66 (Revised) 

Consideration Of The Application For A SB1066 Time Extension By The City Of Madera, 
Madera County 
 
WHEREAS, Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 41825 requires the Board to review each 
City, County, and Regional Agency’s (jurisdiction) Source Reduction and Recycling Element 
(SRRE) at least once every two years; and 
 
WHEREAS, by conducting the Biennial Review in accordance with Title 14 California Code of 
Regulations Section 18772, the Board will determine if a jurisdiction has implemented its SRRE 
programs, and if a jurisdiction is meeting the diversion requirements as specified under PRC 
Section 41780; and 
 
WHEREAS, in 1997, Senate Bill (SB) 1066 modified PRC Section 41820 and Section 41785 
for multiple year and multiple requests from jurisdictions for Time Extensions or Alternative 
Diversion Requirements in meeting the 50 percent diversion requirement; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Board developed an application intended to provide guidance on the 
information and documentation that is needed to meet the requirements identified in PRC 
Sections 41820 and 41785, and approved the application on May 23, 2000; and 
 
WHEREAS, based on the staff review of the SRRE for the City of Madera (City), Board staff 
found that the City has been implementing diversion programs but needs more time to achieve 
the 50 percent diversion requirement; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City has submitted the necessary information and documentation required in a 
completed SB1066 Time Extension application;  
 
WHEREAS, PRC Section 41820 allows the Board when considering an SB1066 Time Extension 
application to make specific recommendations for the implementation of additional programs; and 
 
WHEREAS, based on the staff review of the completed SB1066 Time Extension application, 
Board staff recommend and the City concurs that they will incorporate one additional program: 
the development and formal adoption of a Recycled Content Procurement Policy for the City: and 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board directs the City of Madera to add 
the development and formal adoption of a Recycled Content Procurement Policy for the City into 
the Goal Achievement Plan Plan of Correction and with this addition hereby accepts the City of 
Madera SB 1066 application for a Time Extension until December 31, 2005, to implement its 
SRRE and to meet the 50 percent diversion requirement. 
 
 

(over) 



NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board directs the City of 
Madera to report on its progress in implementing its Plan of Correction by submitting a six 
month progress report, and a final report at the end of the extension with the Annual Report. 

CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a 
resolution duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 

Dated: 

Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board directs the City of 
Madera to report on its progress in implementing its Plan of Correction by submitting a six 
month progress report, and a final report at the end of the extension with the Annual Report.  
 

 
CERTIFICATION 

 
The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a 
resolution duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 
 
Dated:   
 
 
 
Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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Board Meeting 

March 15-16, 2005 

AGENDA ITEM 9 
ITEM 
Consideration Of The Application For A SB1066 Time Extension By The City Of Stockton, San 
Joaquin County 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
The City of Stockton (City) has submitted to the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board (Board) a completed Senate Bill (SB) 1066 Time Extension request 
for meeting the 50 percent diversion requirement. Staff review indicates that while the 
City successfully achieved a "good faith effort" during the 1999/2000 Biennial Review 
has been implementing the source reduction, recycling, composting, education, and 
outreach programs selected in its Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE), it 
will need to implement the proposed Plan of Correction to achieve the 50 percent 
diversion requirement. The City currently has a 51 percent diversion rate for 2001 and 46 
percent for 2002. The City is requesting to extend the due date for achieving 50 percent 
diversions through December 31, 2005. Staff's analysis of the City's Plan of Correction 
indicates the plan is reasonable, given the City's waste stream. 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
The Board approved a correction to the City's 2000 base year on January 18-19, 2005, 
and the 1999/2000 Biennial Review results in February 2003. 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
1. The Board may approve the City's application as submitted for an extension to the 

2000 diversion requirement on the basis of its good faith effort to-date to implement 
diversion programs and its plans for future implementation. 

2. The Board may approve the City's application as may be modified by the jurisdiction 
at the Board meeting. 

3. The Board may approve the City's application as submitted but also make 
recommendations for the implementation of alternative programs that it believes the 
jurisdiction should add to its plan for it to be successful. 

4. The Board may make recommendations for the implementation of alternative programs 
that it believes the jurisdiction should add for its plan to be successful and continue the 
item to the next Board meeting to allow the jurisdiction time to revise its application. 

5. The Board may disapprove the City's application and allow the jurisdiction to revise and 
resubmit the application based upon the Board's specified reasons for disapproval. 

6. The Board may disapprove the City's application and direct staff to commence the 
process to issue a compliance order because the Board's specified reasons for 
disapproval cannot be addressed by a revised application. 

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends the Board adopt option No. 1: approve the City's application as submitted 
for an extension to meet and maintain the diversion requirement on the basis of its good faith 
effort to-date to implement diversion programs and its plans for future implementation. 
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AGENDA ITEM 9 

ITEM 
Consideration Of The Application For A SB1066 Time Extension By The City Of Stockton, San 
Joaquin County 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
The City of Stockton (City) has submitted to the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board (Board) a completed Senate Bill (SB) 1066 Time Extension request 
for meeting the 50 percent diversion requirement.  Staff review indicates that while the 
City successfully achieved a “good faith effort” during the 1999/2000 Biennial Review 
has been implementing the source reduction, recycling, composting, education, and 
outreach programs selected in its Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE), it 
will need to implement the proposed Plan of Correction to achieve the 50 percent 
diversion requirement.  The City currently has a 51 percent diversion rate for 2001 and 46 
percent for 2002.  The City is requesting to extend the due date for achieving 50 percent 
diversions through December 31, 2005.  Staff’s analysis of the City’s Plan of Correction 
indicates the plan is reasonable, given the City’s waste stream.       
 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
           The Board approved a correction to the City’s 2000 base year on January 18-19, 2005,  
           and the 1999/2000 Biennial Review results in February 2003. 

 
III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 

1. The Board may approve the City’s application as submitted for an extension to the 
2000 diversion requirement on the basis of its good faith effort to-date to implement 
diversion programs and its plans for future implementation. 

2. The Board may approve the City’s application as may be modified by the jurisdiction 
at the Board meeting. 

3. The Board may approve the City’s application as submitted but also make 
recommendations for the implementation of alternative programs that it believes the 
jurisdiction should add to its plan for it to be successful. 

4. The Board may make recommendations for the implementation of alternative programs 
that it believes the jurisdiction should add for its plan to be successful and continue the 
item to the next Board meeting to allow the jurisdiction time to revise its application. 

5. The Board may disapprove the City’s application and allow the jurisdiction to revise and 
resubmit the application based upon the Board’s specified reasons for disapproval. 

6. The Board may disapprove the City’s application and direct staff to commence the 
process to issue a compliance order because the Board’s specified reasons for 
disapproval cannot be addressed by a revised application. 

 
IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends the Board adopt option No. 1:  approve the City’s application as submitted 
for an extension to meet and maintain the diversion requirement on the basis of its good faith 
effort to-date to implement diversion programs and its plans for future implementation. 
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V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and 
1. Background 

Findings 

Code (PRC) 
Agency's 

the Board 
requirement; 

programs, 
order should 

SRRE and/or failed 

a jurisdiction that 
or more time 
a maximum of 
(PRC Section 

41820(b) 
a request 

for the implementation 
this section shall 

disapproves 
disapproval." 

initially grant 
if the 

has submitted 
fmds that the jurisdiction 

in its 
submits a 

by the 
start implementing, 

analysis 

but 

five 

a one, 

SRRE; 
plan 
time 

the 

Section 
(jurisdiction's) 

may 

has 
extensions 

41820). 

further 

preclude 

a request 

following 

41825 requires the Board to review each City, 
SRRE at least once every two years. 

find a jurisdiction has implemented programs and 
that a jurisdiction has made a good faith effort to 

has not achieved the 50 percent diversion requirement; 
be assigned to a jurisdiction that has failed to adequately 
to achieve the diversion requirement. 

not achieved the diversion requirement may 
to meeting the 50 percent diversion 

years; no extensions may be effective beyond 

provides that: 
for an extension, the board may make specific 

of alternative programs. 
the board from disapproving any request for 

for an extension, the board shall specify its 

two or three year extension for meeting the 
conditions are met: 

all required planning elements; 
is making a good faith effort to implement 

of correction demonstrating that it will meet the 
the extension expires including: the programs that 
the dates of implementation, and the means of funding. 

information below. 

As a 

it 

Public Resources 
County, and Regional 
result of this review, 
achieved the diversion 
implement diversion 
or that a compliance 
implement its 

Alternatively, 
petition for one 
requirement for 
January 1, 2006 

PRC Section 
"(1) When considering 
recommendations 
(2) Nothing in 
an extension. 
(3) If the board 
reasons for the 

The Board may 
diversion requirements 
• The jurisdiction 
• The Board 
the programs identified 
• The jurisdiction 
diversion requirements 
will expand or 

2. Basis for staffs 
Staffs analysis is based upon 

Existing Jurisdiction Conditions: 

Key Jurisdiction Conditions 
Waste Stream Data 

Base 
Year 

1999 2000 2001 2002 Pounds waste 
generated per person 
per day (ppd) 

Population Non-Residential 
Waste Stream 
Percentage 

Residential 
Waste Stream 
Percentage 

2000 ND 49% 51% 46% 12.84 
247,800 

79% 21% 

SB 1066 Data 
Extension End 

Date 
Program Review Site 
Visit by Board Staff 

Reporting Frequency Proposed 
Diversion Increase 

12/31/2005 2002 Every 6 Months 
Final Report 

11% 
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V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 
1.  Background 

Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 41825 requires the Board to review each City, 
County, and Regional Agency’s (jurisdiction’s) SRRE at least once every two years.  As a 
result of this review, the Board may find a jurisdiction has implemented programs and 
achieved the diversion requirement; that a jurisdiction has made a good faith effort to 
implement diversion programs, but has not achieved the 50 percent diversion requirement; 
or that a compliance order should be assigned to a jurisdiction that has failed to adequately 
implement its SRRE and/or failed to achieve the diversion requirement.  
 
Alternatively, a jurisdiction that has not achieved the diversion requirement may 
petition for one or more time extensions to meeting the 50 percent diversion 
requirement for a maximum of five years; no extensions may be effective beyond 
January 1, 2006 (PRC Section 41820).   
 

PRC Section 41820(b) further provides that: 
“(1) When considering a request for an extension, the board may make specific 
recommendations for the implementation of alternative programs. 
(2) Nothing in this section shall preclude the board from disapproving any request for 
an extension. 
(3)  If the board disapproves a request for an extension, the board shall specify its 
reasons for the disapproval.” 
 
The Board may initially grant a one, two or three year extension for meeting the 
diversion requirements if the following conditions are met: 
• The jurisdiction has submitted all required planning elements; 
• The Board finds that the jurisdiction is making a good faith effort to implement 
the programs identified in its SRRE; 
• The jurisdiction submits a plan of correction demonstrating that it will meet the 
diversion requirements by the time the extension expires including: the programs that it 
will expand or start implementing, the dates of implementation, and the means of funding. 
 

2.  Basis for staff’s analysis   
Staff’s analysis is based upon the information below. 

 
Existing Jurisdiction Conditions: 

 
Key Jurisdiction Conditions 

Waste Stream Data 
Base 
Year 

1999 2000 2001 2002 Pounds waste 
generated per person 
per day (ppd) 

Population Non-Residential 
Waste Stream 
Percentage 

Residential 
Waste Stream 
Percentage 

2000   ND 49%  51%  46%   12.84    
247,800 

    79%      21% 

  
SB 1066 Data 

Extension End 
Date 

Program Review Site 
Visit by Board Staff 

Reporting Frequency Proposed 
Diversion Increase 

12/31/2005 2002 Every 6 Months 
Final Report 

11% 
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City's geographic location: The City of Stockton is located in San Joaquin County, which is one 
of the most productive agricultural counties in the nation. About 60 percent of the County's 
population lives in Stockton. 

Primary Diversion Program Information:  
The following table provides an overview of the diversion programs the City is currently 
implementing, and the programs the City is proposing to expand or newly implement as outlined in 
the Plan of Correction (Section IV-A of the SB1066 Time Extension application; Attachment 1). 

Program Name/Type Existing Expanded New Dropped/ Not 
Implemented 

Staff Comments 

Residential Programs: 
Residential Curbside 
recycling 

X Existing: The City has a franchise contract with the haulers to 
collect recyclables that include paper, cans, glass, plastics #1 
and #2. The City also provides this same service for multi-
family buildings. 
Expanded: Beginning June 1, 2004, the City implemented a 
new three-cart collection program for all residential and 
commercial generators. This program is anticipated to take 
full effect within one year after implementation. 

Buy-back Centers X Currently, there are several buy-back centers operating 
within the City limits that accept aluminum, glass, PET 
HDPE, OCC, newspaper, and high-grade office paper. In 
addition to these centers the hauler operates a mobile buy-
back unit every week. This unit accepts aluminum, glass, 
PET and newspaper. 

Residential Drop-off X The City has 12 beverage container drop-off sites available. 
In addition to these sites there are several other drop-off sites 
available for paper, metal, motor oil, and packaging material. 
A semi-annual drop-off program has been established for the 
collection of bulky waste recyclable items. Residents deliver 
metals, wood, concrete and other bulky items for recycling to 
the drop-off. Residents can also drop these materials off at 
the City landfill. 

Curbside Green Waste 
Collection 

X Curbside collection is provided every other week and 
materials accepted include yard clippings, tree trunks, and 
other garden refuse. Residents are encouraged to place all 
containerized green waste refuse in the street on collection 
days. Also, during the fall, piles of leaves and yard waste set 
out at the curb are picked up. The collected materials are 
used both as ADC or composted at Forward. 
Expanded: In June 2004, through a new franchise agreement 
food, fruits, and vegetable waste was added in green waste 
collection. New materials will be added to the green waste 
and food waste collection program in June 2006, including 
meat and fish waste and food-contaminated paper. 

Commercial Programs: 
Grasscycling X Stockton is a member of San Joaquin County's multi-

jurisdictional Landscape Outreach Management Partnership 
(LMOP), which was created to educate Commercial 
Landscape Maintenance Contractors in greenwaste diversion 
methods. The LMOP emphasizes grasscycling as a primary 
technique to provide mulch and nutrients to turf grass. 
Grasscycling/mulching educational materials have been 
made available since 1994 at fairs, workshops, and other 
community events. The City has an ordinance for the use of 
low maintenance landscaping and requires grasscycling at all 
City grounds. 
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City’s geographic location: The City of Stockton is located in San Joaquin County, which is one 
of the most productive agricultural counties in the nation. About 60 percent of the County’s 
population lives in Stockton. 

 
Primary Diversion Program Information: 
The following table provides an overview of the diversion programs the City is currently 
implementing, and the programs the City is proposing to expand or newly implement as outlined in 
the Plan of Correction (Section IV-A of the SB1066 Time Extension application; Attachment 1). 
  

Program Name/Type Existing Expanded New Dropped/ Not 
Implemented 

Staff Comments 

Residential Programs:      
Residential Curbside 
recycling 

    X   Existing: The City has a franchise contract with the haulers to 
collect recyclables that include paper, cans, glass, plastics #1 
and #2.  The City also provides this same service for multi-
family buildings. 
Expanded: Beginning June 1, 2004, the City implemented a 
new three-cart collection program for all residential and 
commercial generators. This program is anticipated to take 
full effect within one year after implementation.  

Buy-back Centers X    Currently, there are several buy-back centers operating 
within the City limits that accept aluminum, glass, PET 
HDPE, OCC, newspaper, and high-grade office paper.  In 
addition to these centers the hauler operates a mobile buy-
back unit every week. This unit accepts aluminum, glass, 
PET and newspaper. 

Residential Drop-off X    The City has 12 beverage container drop-off sites available. 
In addition to these sites there are several other drop-off sites 
available for paper, metal, motor oil, and packaging material.  
A semi-annual drop-off program has been established for the 
collection of bulky waste recyclable items.  Residents deliver 
metals, wood, concrete and other bulky items for recycling to 
the drop-off.  Residents can also drop these materials off at 
the City landfill.    

Curbside Green Waste 
Collection 

 X   Curbside collection is provided every other week and 
materials accepted include yard clippings, tree trunks, and 
other garden refuse. Residents are encouraged to place all 
containerized green waste refuse in the street on collection 
days.  Also, during the fall, piles of leaves and yard waste set 
out at the curb are picked up. The collected materials are 
used both as ADC or composted at Forward.  
Expanded: In June 2004, through a new franchise agreement 
food, fruits, and vegetable waste was added in green waste 
collection.  New materials will be added to the green waste 
and food waste collection program in June 2006, including 
meat and fish waste and food-contaminated paper. 

Commercial Programs:      
Grasscycling X    Stockton is a member of San Joaquin County’s multi-

jurisdictional Landscape Outreach Management Partnership 
(LMOP), which was created to educate Commercial 
Landscape Maintenance Contractors in greenwaste diversion 
methods. The LMOP emphasizes grasscycling as a primary 
technique to provide mulch and nutrients to turf grass. 
Grasscycling/mulching educational materials have been 
made available since 1994 at fairs, workshops, and other 
community events. The City has an ordinance for the use of 
low maintenance landscaping and requires grasscycling at all 
City grounds. 
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Program Name/Type Existing Expanded New Dropped/ Not 
Implemented 

Staff Comments 

Commercial On-Site 
Pickup 

X Existing: One of the haulers provides for commercial and 
industrial collection tailored for each business, and collects 
scrap metals, aluminum, wood, C&D materials, all grade of 
waste paper, OCC, newspaper, office paper, and food 
processing waste ( which is recycled as cattle feed stock, soil 
amendment, and composted). Waste Management Inc. 
collects corrugated cardboard from businesses throughout 
Stockton on a weekly basis. 
Expanded: Beginning June 1, 2004, the City required all 
commercial and industrial haulers to divert 50 percent of all 
material collected. This program is anticipated to take full 
effect within one year after implementation. 

Commercial Self-Haul X C & D contractors recycle asphalt and concrete at Ramrock, 
Inc. in Stockton. Ramrock crushes the asphalt and concrete 
into gravel then sells it to contractors and others for road base 
material. 
Expanded: As of June 1st, 2004 all contractors who receive a 
permit to do work in the City of Stockton are required to 
recycle 50% of what they generate. A resource guide has 
been developed to assist commercial self-haul. The 
greenwaste is taken to Stockton Recycling and Transfer 
Station where it is loaded in trucks and hauled to local 
facilities listed in Recycling Guide. 

Construction and 
Demolition 

X Existing: Haulers provide drop-off boxes to collect C&D 
materials from the industrial and commercial sectors. 
Landfill salvage of inerts, asphalt, concrete, and rocks occurs 
at several disposal facilities. A C&D recycler accepts C&D 
material for crushing and sells it to contractors and others for 
road base material. 
Expanded: Beginning June 1, 2004, the City required all 
building and demolition projects to document 50 percent 
diversion as a condition of the building or demolition permit. 
This program is anticipated to take full effect within one year 
after implementation. 

Food Waste Composting X Food waste from local canneries is composted 
School Recycling X The schools have an extensive source reduction program. 

The City hired a recycling coordinator and a part-time staff 
person to focus on school recycling programs. The City 
staff, with the cooperation of its franchise hauler, provides 
technical assistance to schools in setting up recycling 
programs. Recycling bins were distributed to each classroom 
by the local paper mill. The City also provides composting 
bins to schools. 

Government Recycling X The City has a contract with the hauler to collect multiple 
materials such as mixed paper, OCC, newspaper, aluminum 
cans, glass, and wood, from the City facilities. In 2003 the 
City distributed 30-40 sets of Windsor barrels for recycling 
in parks. 

Government Source 
Reduction 

X The City has an extensive source reduction program. The 
City has developed a web page and receives correspondence 
from the public via e-mail. The recycling coordinator has 
implemented double sided coping and has distributed 
CIWMB source reduction literature throughout the City 
offices. 

Commercial Self-Haul 
Green Waste 

X All contractors who receive a permit to do work in the City 
of Stockton are required to recycle 50% of what they 
generate. Green waste is taken to Forward Inc. Landfill for 
grinding and use as ADC or compost. A resource guide has 
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Program Name/Type Existing Expanded New Dropped/ Not 
Implemented 

Staff Comments 

Commercial On-Site 
Pickup 

 X   Existing: One of the haulers provides for commercial and 
industrial collection tailored for each business, and collects 
scrap metals, aluminum, wood, C&D materials, all grade of 
waste paper, OCC, newspaper, office paper, and  food 
processing waste ( which is recycled as cattle feed stock, soil 
amendment, and composted).  Waste Management Inc. 
collects corrugated cardboard from businesses throughout 
Stockton on a weekly basis.    
Expanded: Beginning June 1, 2004, the City required all 
commercial and industrial haulers to divert 50 percent of all 
material collected. This program is anticipated to take full 
effect within one year after implementation. 

Commercial Self-Haul  X   C & D contractors recycle asphalt and concrete at Ramrock, 
Inc. in Stockton. Ramrock crushes the asphalt and concrete 
into gravel then sells it to contractors and others for road base 
material. 
Expanded: As of June 1st, 2004 all contractors who receive a 
permit to do work in the City of Stockton are required to 
recycle 50% of what they generate. A resource guide has 
been developed to assist commercial self-haul.  The 
greenwaste is taken to Stockton Recycling and Transfer 
Station where it is loaded in trucks and hauled to local 
facilities listed in Recycling Guide. 

Construction and 
Demolition  

 X   Existing: Haulers provide drop-off boxes to collect C&D 
materials from the industrial and commercial sectors.  
Landfill salvage of inerts, asphalt, concrete, and rocks occurs 
at several disposal facilities.  A C&D recycler accepts C&D 
material for crushing and sells it to contractors and others for 
road base material.   
Expanded: Beginning June 1, 2004, the City required all 
building and demolition projects to document 50 percent 
diversion as a condition of the building or demolition permit. 
This program is anticipated to take full effect within one year 
after implementation. 

Food Waste Composting X    Food waste from local canneries is composted 
School Recycling X    The schools have an extensive source reduction program.  

The City hired a recycling coordinator and a part-time staff 
person to focus on school recycling programs.  The City 
staff, with the cooperation of its franchise hauler, provides 
technical assistance to schools in setting up recycling 
programs.  Recycling bins were distributed to each classroom 
by the local paper mill. The City also provides composting 
bins to schools. 

Government Recycling X    The City has a contract with the hauler to collect multiple 
materials such as mixed paper, OCC, newspaper, aluminum 
cans, glass, and wood, from the City facilities. In 2003 the 
City distributed 30-40 sets of Windsor barrels for recycling 
in parks. 

Government Source 
Reduction 

X    The City has an extensive source reduction program.  The 
City has developed a web page and receives correspondence 
from the public via e-mail. The recycling coordinator has 
implemented double sided coping and has distributed 
CIWMB source reduction literature throughout the City 
offices.   

Commercial Self-Haul 
Green Waste 

X    All contractors who receive a permit to do work in the City 
of Stockton are required to recycle 50% of what they 
generate.  Green waste is taken to Forward Inc. Landfill for 
grinding and use as ADC or compost. A resource guide has 
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Program Name/Type Existing Expanded New Dropped/ Not 
Implemented 

Staff Comments 

been developed to assist commercial self-haul. The 
greenwaste is taken to Stockton Recycling and Transfer 
Station where it is loaded in trucks and hauled to local 
facilities listed in Recycling Guide. 

MRF X Waste Management Stockton, the hauler, processes the 
curbside recyclables (paper, glass, aluminum, plastic) they 
collect at this facility. The facility will also divert inert 
materials, green waste, wood, appliances, and cardboard. 

Landfill and Transfer 
Station salvage 

X The County landfills have diversion programs - Foothill 
landfill receives waste after it is sorted at Lovelace Transfer 
Station and North County landfill has some salvage on-site of 
wood, concrete, metals, cardboard and other recyclables. In 
2002 the County landfills began collecting CRTs for 
recycling. Stockton Scavenger diverts about 20,000 tons/year 
of commercial waste through use of private-owned East 
Stockton Transfer and Recycling Station. East Stockton 
Transfer and Recycling Station diverts glass, OCC, wood, 
concrete, and metals from loads brought in by private solid 
waste haulers. Stockton Recycling and Transfer Station 
diverts gardener-delivered green waste to compost and ADC. 
Stockton public self-haulers can recycle auto batteries, CRTs, 
water-based paint, wood, green waste, and other recyclables 
at Lovelace Transfer Station and MRF. 

Supporting Programs: 
Business Waste 
Reduction Program 

X Most of the grocery stores provide containers for the 
collection of both plastic and paper grocery bags and give a 
discount/credit for bags returned for reuse. Grocery stores 
also donate food to food banks. Technical assistance 
programs consist of on-site waste reduction and recycling 
technical assistance surveys, workshops, recognition/awards 
programs, and extensive education and outreach. This 
City/business partnership is promoted with full cooperation 
of the local Chamber of Commerce. 

Public Education X The City has significantly increased its public education and 
outreach program, emphasizing participation in the City's 
new diversion programs. The haulers, in coordination with 
the City, publish a quarterly newsletter that describes general 
environmental and waste reduction issues. Some topics 
include, "how to use your new carts", street sweeping 
schedules, special leaf season collection, America Recycle 
Day, Construction and Demolition Debris ordinance, home 
composting, contamination issues and trouble-shooting, 
holiday waste reduction, etc. The City also has a public 
access TV station that continually runs new ads about the 
recycling program or general recycling fun facts. The City 
publishes a "Waste Reduction and recycling Guide that is 
available on-line or at the public libraries and other city 
distribution points. Periodic messages and reminders about 
programs and events are placed in the city utility bill. The 
haulers have printed special cart tags to help residents 
address contamination issues and to advertise special holiday 
tree recycling and cloths donations. The City will continue 
quarterly newsletters, public access TV ads and programs. 
The City plans to begin more coordination with the Parks & 
Rec. and youth program. The local Children's Museum has 
an on-going education program and is working with the City 
to enhance some educational displays. The City is working 
with the haulers to do some pilot projects to improve 
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Program Name/Type Existing Expanded New Dropped/ Not 
Implemented 

Staff Comments 

been developed to assist commercial self-haul.  The 
greenwaste is taken to Stockton Recycling and Transfer 
Station where it is loaded in trucks and hauled to local 
facilities listed in Recycling Guide. 

MRF X    Waste Management Stockton, the hauler, processes the 
curbside recyclables (paper, glass, aluminum, plastic) they 
collect at this facility. The facility will also divert inert 
materials, green waste, wood, appliances, and cardboard. 

Landfill and Transfer 
Station salvage 

X    The County landfills have diversion programs - Foothill 
landfill receives waste after it is sorted at Lovelace Transfer 
Station and North County landfill has some salvage on-site of 
wood, concrete, metals, cardboard and other recyclables.  In 
2002 the County landfills began collecting CRTs for 
recycling. Stockton Scavenger diverts about 20,000 tons/year 
of commercial waste through use of private-owned East 
Stockton Transfer and Recycling Station. East Stockton 
Transfer and Recycling Station diverts glass, OCC, wood, 
concrete, and metals from loads brought in by private solid 
waste haulers. Stockton Recycling and Transfer Station 
diverts gardener-delivered green waste to compost and ADC.  
Stockton public self-haulers can recycle auto batteries, CRTs, 
water-based paint, wood, green waste, and other recyclables 
at Lovelace Transfer Station and MRF. 

Supporting Programs:      
Business Waste 
Reduction Program 
 
 

X    Most of the grocery stores provide containers for the 
collection of both plastic and paper grocery bags and give a 
discount/credit for bags returned for reuse.  Grocery stores 
also donate food to food banks. Technical assistance 
programs consist of on-site waste reduction and recycling 
technical assistance surveys, workshops, recognition/awards 
programs, and extensive education and outreach.  This 
City/business partnership is promoted with full cooperation 
of the local Chamber of Commerce.   

Public Education  X   The City has significantly increased its public education and 
outreach program, emphasizing participation in the City’s 
new diversion programs. The haulers, in coordination with 
the City, publish a quarterly newsletter that describes general 
environmental and waste reduction issues. Some topics 
include, “how to use your new carts”, street sweeping 
schedules, special leaf season collection, America Recycle 
Day, Construction and Demolition Debris ordinance, home 
composting, contamination issues and trouble-shooting, 
holiday waste reduction, etc. The City also has a public 
access TV station that continually runs new ads about the 
recycling program or general recycling fun facts. The City 
publishes a “Waste Reduction and recycling Guide that is 
available on-line or at the public libraries and other city 
distribution points. Periodic messages and reminders about 
programs and events are placed in the city utility bill. The 
haulers have printed special cart tags to help residents 
address contamination issues and to advertise special holiday 
tree recycling and cloths donations. The City will continue 
quarterly newsletters, public access TV ads and programs. 
The City plans to begin more coordination with the Parks & 
Rec. and youth program. The local Children’s Museum has 
an on-going education program and is working with the City 
to enhance some educational displays. The City is working 
with the haulers to do some pilot projects to improve 
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recycling at multi-family housing complexes. 
Public Outreach X City staff is trained to conduct waste assessments. City staff 

made recycling presentations at Stockton's Older Adult Day 
Care facility and at Delta College. Sunrise (City's franchise 
hauler) does "Granny Garbage" School Recycling Education 
program, wherein Granny visits approximately 3 schools per 
week and does skits regarding recycling. Waste 
Management Inc. provides outreach to schools in Stockton 
and Lodi Unified School Districts and gives school tours of 
their MRF. The City hired a contract recycling coordinator 
and a part-time staff person to expand its focus on education 
and outreach. 
Staff conducts recycling education during their outreach 
events; continue attending various events and fairs to 
promote waste reduction. City staff conducted few 
implementation workshops in Spanish and provide hotline 
call-backs in Spanish when the need arises. The City also 
provided translation to Hmong, Lao and Cambodian at a 
handful of neighborhood watch gatherings and conducted 
workshops at a multi-family Cambodian complex. 

Procurement X Existing: The City buys recycled content products whenever 
feasible. The City is planning to adopt a comprehensive "Buy 
Recycled" policy and may incorporate policies for C&D 
material. 
Expanded: The City Buy Recycled Paper Policy from 1990 is 
being augmented to include more than just paper. These new 
guidelines will be incorporated into all city department 
directives by February 2005. 

Ordinance and Policy X The City has implemented a construction and demolition 
debris ordinance. The City is currently reviewing and 
auditing the first six months of C&D reporting and doing 
follow-up with generators to determine service voids and 
obstacles to increased recycling. The City has developed a 
database to track information by permit number and will 
begin to address compliance issues through normal code 
enforcement channels beginning in 2005. 

Economic Incentives X The City has implemented new tiered rates to encourage 
waste generators to reduce the size of their solid waste carts 
and the amount of solid waste disposed. In the residential 
program, the rates are $18.99, $23.99 and $28.99 for 30, 60 
and 90 gallon carts, respectively. Commercial rates are also 
set for the two franchised collectors and up to four cubic 
yards of recycling or green waste is free with all commercial 
service accounts in order to encourage immediate efforts to 
recycle. 

Staff Analysis of SB 1066 Application: 

must include a Plan of Correction that: 
the time extension expires; 

and composting programs the City will implement 
new programs it will implement); 

will be achieved; 

Plan of Correction: 
extension request 

50 percent before 
recycling, 

will modify and/or 
50 percent 

A jurisdiction's SB1066 time 
a. demonstrates meeting 
b. includes source reduction, 

(existing programs it 
c. identifies the date when 
d. identifies funding necessary for new and/or expanded programs. 
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Staff Comments 

recycling at multi-family housing complexes. 
Public Outreach X    City staff is trained to conduct waste assessments.  City staff 

made recycling presentations at Stockton’s Older Adult Day 
Care facility and at Delta College.  Sunrise (City’s franchise 
hauler) does "Granny Garbage" School Recycling Education 
program, wherein Granny visits approximately 3 schools per 
week and does skits regarding recycling.  Waste 
Management Inc. provides outreach to schools in Stockton 
and Lodi Unified School Districts and gives school tours of 
their MRF.  The City hired a contract recycling coordinator 
and a part-time staff person to expand its focus on education 
and outreach. 
Staff conducts recycling education during their outreach 
events; continue attending various events and fairs to 
promote waste reduction. City staff conducted few 
implementation workshops in Spanish and provide hotline 
call-backs in Spanish when the need arises. The City also 
provided translation to Hmong, Lao and Cambodian at a 
handful of neighborhood watch gatherings and conducted 
workshops at a multi-family Cambodian complex.  

Procurement  X   Existing: The City buys recycled content products whenever 
feasible. The City is planning to adopt a comprehensive “Buy 
Recycled” policy and may incorporate policies for C&D 
material.  
Expanded: The City Buy Recycled Paper Policy from 1990 is 
being augmented to include more than just paper.  These new 
guidelines will be incorporated into all city department 
directives by February 2005. 

Ordinance and Policy   X  The City has implemented a construction and demolition 
debris ordinance.  The City is currently reviewing and 
auditing the first six months of C&D reporting and doing 
follow-up with generators to determine service voids and 
obstacles to increased recycling.  The City has developed a 
database to track information by permit number and will 
begin to address compliance issues through normal code 
enforcement channels beginning in 2005.

Economic Incentives  X   The City has implemented new tiered rates to encourage 
waste generators to reduce the size of their solid waste carts 
and the amount of solid waste disposed.  In the residential 
program, the rates are $18.99, $23.99 and $28.99 for 30, 60 
and 90 gallon carts, respectively.  Commercial rates are also 
set for the two franchised collectors and up to four cubic 
yards of recycling or green waste is free with all commercial 
service accounts in order to encourage immediate efforts to 
recycle. 

 
Staff Analysis of SB 1066 Application:  
 
Plan of Correction: 
A jurisdiction’s SB1066 time extension request must include a Plan of Correction that: 
     a. demonstrates meeting 50 percent before the time extension expires; 

           b.  includes source reduction, recycling, and composting programs the City will implement  
                (existing programs it will modify and/or new programs it will implement); 

     c.  identifies the date when 50 percent will be achieved; 
     d.  identifies funding necessary for new and/or expanded programs.  
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Section W-A in Attachment 1 is the City's Plan of Correction that meets the above requirements. 
A complete listing of diversion programs the City is currently implementing is provided in 
Attachment 2. 

Staff analysis: Board staff has conducted an assessment of the City's current program 
implementation and its relationship to the City's waste stream, including a program review site 
visit in 2002. Based on that assessment, staff believes the City's current programs target both the 
residential and non/residential sectors and the programs outlined in the Plan of Correction will 
provide residents and businesses with greater recycling opportunities and will enhance activities 
in both sectors. Based on Board staff's understanding of the relevant circumstances in the City 
that contributed to its need for a time extension, Board staff believes the City's proposed Plan of 
Correction that targets both the residential and non-residential sectors, including construction and 
demolition debris, to be a reasonable plan. 

Justification for time extension request: 
Section IIIA-2 (in Attachment 1) addresses the City's need for the amount of time requested. 

Reason: The City is requesting the amount of time because they believe the requested time is 
needed to oversee the recharging of existing diversion programs, as well as allow for time to 
introduce the new program expansions and evaluate their progress. Beginning June 1, 2004, the 
City implemented and expanded several new programs that include: 

A three-cart collection program for all residential and commercial generators; and a new franchise 
agreement added food, fruits, and vegetable waste in green waste collection. The City requires all 
commercial and industrial haulers to divert 50 percent of all material collected. All construction 
contractors who receive a permit to do work in the City of Stockton are required to recycle 50% of 
what they generate, with a C&D ordinance that requires all building and demolition projects to 
document 50 percent diversion as a condition of the building or demolition permit. 

All of these programs are anticipated to take full effect within one year after implementation. The 
City Buy Recycled Paper Policy from 1990 is being augmented to include more than just paper. 
These new guidelines will be incorporated into all City department directives by February 2005. 

Staff analysis: 
Staff believes the City will need sufficient time to evaluate success of their recently implemented 
and expanded programs. In addition, the City will need a reasonable amount of time to evaluate 
the success of supporting program expansions. Therefore, the time extension through December 
31, 2005 appears reasonable to staff. 

Primary barriers: 
Section IIIA-1 (of Attachment 1) addresses the primary barriers that have prevented the City 
from earlier implementation. 

Primary barriers that have prevented the City from earlier implementation include obstacles in 
implementing and expanding the City's residential and commercial on-site collection programs 
under the old franchised agreement. The City's rapid growth had increased waste generation and 
disposal and under the old franchised agreement the City was not able to include several waste 
types such as food and vegetable waste, to achieve increased diversion. 
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Section IV-A in Attachment 1 is the City’s Plan of Correction that meets the above requirements.  
A complete listing of diversion programs the City is currently implementing is provided in 
Attachment 2.  
 
Staff analysis:  Board staff has conducted an assessment of the City’s current program 
implementation and its relationship to the City’s waste stream, including a program review site 
visit in 2002.  Based on that assessment, staff believes the City’s current programs target both the 
residential and non/residential sectors and the programs outlined in the Plan of Correction will 
provide residents and businesses with greater recycling opportunities and will enhance activities 
in both sectors. Based on Board staff’s understanding of the relevant circumstances in the City 
that contributed to its need for a time extension, Board staff believes the City’s proposed Plan of 
Correction that targets both the residential and non-residential sectors, including construction and 
demolition debris, to be a reasonable plan. 
 
Justification for time extension request: 
Section IIIA-2 (in Attachment 1) addresses the City’s need for the amount of time requested.   
 
Reason: The City is requesting the amount of time because they believe the requested time is 
needed to oversee the recharging of existing diversion programs, as well as allow for time to 
introduce the new program expansions and evaluate their progress. Beginning June 1, 2004, the 
City implemented and expanded several new programs that include:  
 
A three-cart collection program for all residential and commercial generators; and a new franchise 
agreement added food, fruits, and vegetable waste in green waste collection.  The City requires all 
commercial and industrial haulers to divert 50 percent of all material collected.  All construction 
contractors who receive a permit to do work in the City of Stockton are required to recycle 50% of 
what they generate, with a C&D ordinance that requires all building and demolition projects to 
document 50 percent diversion as a condition of the building or demolition permit.  
 
All of these programs are anticipated to take full effect within one year after implementation. The 
City Buy Recycled Paper Policy from 1990 is being augmented to include more than just paper.  
These new guidelines will be incorporated into all City department directives by February 2005. 
 
Staff analysis:   
Staff believes the City will need sufficient time to evaluate success of their recently implemented 
and expanded programs. In addition, the City will need a reasonable amount of time to evaluate 
the success of supporting program expansions. Therefore, the time extension through December 
31, 2005 appears reasonable to staff. 
 
Primary barriers: 
Section IIIA-1 (of Attachment 1) addresses the primary barriers that have prevented the City 
from earlier implementation.  
 
Primary barriers that have prevented the City from earlier implementation include obstacles in 
implementing and expanding the City’s residential and commercial on-site collection programs 
under the old franchised agreement. The City’s rapid growth had increased waste generation and 
disposal and under the old franchised agreement the City was not able to include several waste 
types such as food and vegetable waste, to achieve increased diversion.   
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It took time for the City to research and develop its mandatory recycling ordinance to 
address waste generated by the significant growth in the City's new building projects. 
The City developed a broad array of both residential and non-residential programs 
over the years, and the SB1066 programs represent the maturation and expansion of 
established programs, and the need to develop new requirements and programs in 
response to changes and increases in certain waste streams. 

Staff analysis: Board staff concurs with the barriers identified by the City in Section 
IIIA.1 of the Time Extension request. The resolution of the aforementioned barriers 
has been addressed by the City in its Time Extension application. 

In addition, PRC Section 41820(d) directs Board staff to provide technical assistance 
to a City that requests assistance in meeting the diversion requirements, such as 
identifying model policies and programs implemented by other jurisdictions of 
similar size, geography, and demographic mix. Lastly, a jurisdiction with a Board-
approved time extension is required to include a summary of its progress in 
complying with its plan of correction in each annual report that is due prior to the 
end of the time extension [per PRC Section 41821(b)(5)]. Staff recommends the 
City be required to submit six month progress reports as well as a final report at the 
end of the extension. 

3. Findings 
Staff has determined that the Board may grant the requested Time Extension 
because it meets the requirements of PRC Section 41820; specifically: 
• The jurisdiction has submitted all required planning elements. 
• The jurisdiction is making a good faith effort to implement the programs 

identified in its SRRE. 
• The jurisdiction has submitted a plan of correction demonstrating that it will 

meet the diversion requirements by the time the extension expires including: 
the programs that it will expand or start implementing, the dates of 
implementation, and the means of funding. 

A comprehensive list of the City's SRRE-selected and implemented diversion 
programs is provided in Attachment 2. Because of the City's efforts to-date and 
its plans for expanding those efforts to reach the 50 percent diversion requirement 
as outlined in its Plan of Correction, staff is recommending approval of the City's 
time extension application. 

B. Environmental Issues 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any environmental issues related 
to this item. 

C. Program/Long Term Impacts 
Allowing the City more time to implement diversion programs will help to increase 
waste diversion, both locally and statewide. 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Allowing the City more time to implement new and expanding diversion programs 
and to measure the impact these newly expanded programs have had on diversion will 
assist the City in achieving the diversion requirement of PRC Section 41780. 
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It took time for the City to research and develop its mandatory recycling ordinance to 
address waste generated by the significant growth in the City’s new building projects. 
The City developed a broad array of both residential and non-residential programs 
over the years, and the SB1066 programs represent the maturation and expansion of 
established programs, and the need to develop new requirements and programs in 
response to changes and increases in certain waste streams.   
 
Staff analysis: Board staff concurs with the barriers identified by the City in Section 
IIIA.1 of the Time Extension request. The resolution of the aforementioned barriers 
has been addressed by the City in its Time Extension application.  
 
In addition, PRC Section 41820(d) directs Board staff to provide technical assistance 
to a City that requests assistance in meeting the diversion requirements, such as 
identifying model policies and programs implemented by other jurisdictions of 
similar size, geography, and demographic mix.  Lastly, a jurisdiction with a Board-
approved time extension is required to include a summary of its progress in 
complying with its plan of correction in each annual report that is due prior to the 
end of the time extension [per PRC Section 41821(b)(5)].  Staff recommends the 
City be required to submit six month progress reports as well as a final report at the 
end of the extension.  
 

3.  Findings
Staff has determined that the Board may grant the requested Time Extension 
because it meets the requirements of PRC Section 41820; specifically: 
• The jurisdiction has submitted all required planning elements. 
• The jurisdiction is making a good faith effort to implement the programs 

identified in its SRRE. 
• The jurisdiction has submitted a plan of correction demonstrating that it will 

meet the diversion requirements by the time the extension expires including: 
the programs that it will expand or start implementing, the dates of 
implementation, and the means of funding. 

 
A comprehensive list of the City’s SRRE-selected and implemented diversion 
programs is provided in Attachment 2.  Because of the City’s efforts to-date and 
its plans for expanding those efforts to reach the 50 percent diversion requirement 
as outlined in its Plan of Correction, staff is recommending approval of the City’s 
time extension application.   

 
B. Environmental Issues 

Based on available information, staff is not aware of any environmental issues related 
to this item.  
 

C. Program/Long Term Impacts 
Allowing the City more time to implement diversion programs will help to increase 
waste diversion, both locally and statewide. 
 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Allowing the City more time to implement new and expanding diversion programs 
and to measure the impact these newly expanded programs have had on diversion will 
assist the City in achieving the diversion requirement of PRC Section 41780.   
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VI.  

VII.  

E.  

F.  

G.  

Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impact to the Board results from this item. 

Legal Issues 
As discussed above, this item represents the process for implementing PRC Section 
41820 that allows jurisdictions to petition for more time to implement additional 
diversion programs to achieve the 50 percent diversion requirement for 2000, and 
allows the Board the discretion to grant that time extension. 

Environmental Justice 
Community Setting. 

2000 Census Data — Demographics for City of Stockton 
% White % Hispanic % Black %Native 

American 
%Asian %Pacific 

Islander 
%Other 

32.2 32.5 10.8 0.5 19.3 0.3 0.2 

2000 Census Data — Economic Data for City of Stockton 
Median annual income* Mean (average) income* % individuals below poverty level 

35,453 46,713 23.9 
* Per household 

• Environmental Justice Issues. According 
are no environmental justice issues 

• Efforts at Environmental Justice 
Spanish and places information in 
large senior citizen population. 

• Project Benefits. The expansion of 
additional programs listed in this item 

H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
This item supports Strategic Plan goal 
ability to reach and maintain California's 
(Assess and assist local governments' 
disposal, taking corrective action as 
implement programs and reduce disposal. 

This item also supports Strategic Plan 
to minimize the amount of waste generated, 
jurisdictions to ensure they meet and/or 
demonstrating staffs continual efforts 
and/or exceed the waste diversion 

FUNDING INFORMATION 
This item does not require any Board fiscal 

ATTACHMENTS 
1. Program Listing for the City of 
2. SB1066 Time Extension Application 
3. Resolution Number 2005-67 

in this community 
to the jurisdictional representative, there 

translates publications into 
web site. The City has a 

implementation of the 
the City's diversion rates. 

(Support local jurisdictions' 
mandates), strategy (D) 

programs and reduce 
the City's efforts to 

1 (Promote source reduction 
(B) (Continue to work with 

waste diversion mandates) by 
to ensure they meet 

of Stockton 

Outreach. The City 
Spanish on the City's 

the existing, and 
will help to increase 

2, objective 3 
waste diversion 

efforts to implement 
needed) by assessing 

goal 7, objective 
strategy 

exceed existing 
to work with jurisdictions 

mandates. 

action. 

Stockton 
for the City 
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E. Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impact to the Board results from this item.  
 

F. Legal Issues 
As discussed above, this item represents the process for implementing PRC Section 
41820 that allows jurisdictions to petition for more time to implement additional 
diversion programs to achieve the 50 percent diversion requirement for 2000, and 
allows the Board the discretion to grant that time extension. 
 

G. Environmental Justice 
Community Setting.   

2000 Census Data – Demographics for City of Stockton 
% White % Hispanic % Black %Native 

American 
%Asian %Pacific 

Islander 
%Other 

32.2 32.5 10.8 0.5 19.3 0.3 0.2 
 

2000 Census Data – Economic Data for City of Stockton 
Median annual income* Mean (average) income* % individuals below poverty level 

35,453 46,713 23.9 
* Per household 
 
• Environmental Justice Issues.  According to the jurisdictional representative, there 

are no environmental justice issues in this community. 
• Efforts at Environmental Justice Outreach. The City translates publications into 

Spanish and places information in Spanish on the City’s web site. The City has a 
large senior citizen population.  

• Project Benefits.  The expansion of the existing, and implementation of the 
additional programs listed in this item will help to increase the City’s diversion rates. 

 
H. 2001 Strategic Plan 

This item supports Strategic Plan goal 2, objective 3 (Support local jurisdictions’ 
ability to reach and maintain California’s waste diversion mandates), strategy (D) 
(Assess and assist local governments’ efforts to implement programs and reduce 
disposal, taking corrective action as needed) by assessing the City’s efforts to 
implement programs and reduce disposal.  
 
This item also supports Strategic Plan goal 7, objective 1 (Promote source reduction 
to minimize the amount of waste generated, strategy (B) (Continue to work with 
jurisdictions to ensure they meet and/or exceed existing waste diversion mandates) by 
demonstrating staff’s continual efforts to work with jurisdictions to ensure they meet 
and/or exceed the waste diversion mandates. 
 

VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
This item does not require any Board fiscal action.  
 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1. Program Listing for the City of Stockton 
2. SB1066 Time Extension Application for the City of Stockton 
3. Resolution Number 2005-67 
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VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff: Yasmin Satter Phone: (916) 341-6262 
B. Legal Staff: Elliot Block Phone: (916) 341-6080 
C. Administrative Staff: NA Phone: NA 

IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION 
A. Support 

City of Stockton 
B. Opposition 

Staff had not received any written opposition at 
publication. 

the time this item was submitted for 
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VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A.  Program Staff:  Yasmin Satter                           Phone:  (916) 341-6262 
B.  Legal Staff:  Elliot Block       Phone:  (916) 341-6080 
C.  Administrative Staff:  NA                             Phone:   NA 
 

IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION  
A. Support 

City of Stockton 
B. Opposition 

Staff had not received any written opposition at the time this item was submitted for 
publication.  
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Office of Local Assistance Page 1 

Program Listing for Date Printed 

Stockton December 6, 2004 

Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998  1999  2000  2001  2002  
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

1000-SR-XGC N N 1995 Al AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
Xeriscaping/Grasscycling 

1010-SR-BCM Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Backyard and On-Site Composting/Mulching 

1020-SR-BWR Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Business Waste Reduction Program 

1030-SR-PMT N Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Procurement 

1040-SR-SCH N N 1998 NA NA NA Al AO AO AO AO 
School Source Reduction Programs 

1050-SR-GOV N N NA NA NA NA NA NA Al AO AO 
Government Source Reduction Programs 

1060-SR-MTE Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Material Exchange, Thrift Shops 

2000-RC-CRB Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Residential Curbside 

2010-RC-DRP Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Residential Drop-Off 

2020-RC-BYB Y Y 1986 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Residential Buy-Back 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 
or 

4 = Insufficient funding. 
5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 

Board Meeting   Agenda Item 9 
March 15-16, 2005  Attachment 1 
 Office of Local Assistance Page 1 
 Program Listing for Date Printed 
 Stockton December 6, 2004 

 Pre 1995 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ ------ 2001 ------ ------ 2002 ------ 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 1000-SR-XGC N N 1995 AI AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
 Xeriscaping/Grasscycling 

 1010-SR-BCM Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Backyard and On-Site Composting/Mulching 

 1020-SR-BWR Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Business Waste Reduction Program 

 1030-SR-PMT N Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Procurement 

 1040-SR-SCH N N 1998 NA NA NA AI AO AO AO AO 
 School Source Reduction Programs 

 1050-SR-GOV N N NA NA NA NA NA NA AI AO AO 
 Government Source Reduction Programs 

 1060-SR-MTE Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Material Exchange, Thrift Shops 

 2000-RC-CRB Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Residential Curbside 

 2010-RC-DRP Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Residential Drop-Off 

 2020-RC-BYB Y Y 1986 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Residential Buy-Back 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 

pplication:  PARIS            city was not incorporated or  

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut
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Program Listing for Date Printed 

Stockton December 6, 2004 

Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998  1999  2000  2001  2002  
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

2030-RC-OSP Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Commercial On-Site Pickup 

2040-RC-SFH N N 1990 Al AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
Commercial Self-Haul 

2050-RC-SCH Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
School Recycling Programs 

2060-RC-GOV N N NA AO AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
Government Recycling Programs 

2070-RC-SNL N Y 1993 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Special Collection Seasonal (regular) 

2080-RC-SPE Y Y 1989 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Special Collection Events 

3000-CM-RCG Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Residential Curbside Greenwaste Collection 

3010-CM-RSG N N NA AO AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
Residential Self-haul Greenwaste 

3030-CM-CSG N N 1990 AO AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
Commercial Self-Haul Greenwaste 

3040-CM-FWC Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Food Waste Composting 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 
or 

4 = Insufficient funding. 
5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 

Board Meeting   Agenda Item 9 
March 15-16, 2005  Attachment 1 
 Office of Local Assistance Page 2 
 Program Listing for Date Printed 
 Stockton December 6, 2004 

 Pre 1995 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ ------ 2001 ------ ------ 2002 ------ 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 2030-RC-OSP Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Commercial On-Site Pickup 

 2040-RC-SFH N N 1990 AI AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
 Commercial Self-Haul 

 2050-RC-SCH Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 School Recycling Programs 

 2060-RC-GOV N N NA AO AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
 Government Recycling Programs 

 2070-RC-SNL N Y 1993 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Special Collection Seasonal (regular) 

 2080-RC-SPE Y Y 1989 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Special Collection Events 

 3000-CM-RCG Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Residential Curbside Greenwaste Collection 

 3010-CM-RSG N N NA AO AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
 Residential Self-haul Greenwaste 

 3030-CM-CSG N N 1990 AO AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
 Commercial Self-Haul Greenwaste 

 3040-CM-FWC Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Food Waste Composting 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 

pplication:  PARIS            city was not incorporated or  

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut
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Program Listing for Date Printed 

Stockton December 6, 2004 

Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998  1999  2000  2001  2002  
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

3050-CM-SCH N N 1995 Al AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
School Composting Programs 

4010-SP-SLG N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Sludge (sewage/industrial) 

4020-SP-TRS N N 1994 AO AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
Tires 

4030-SP-WHG Y Y 1997 D 99 DE Al AO AO AO AO AO 
White Goods 

4040-SP-SCM Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Scrap Metal 

4050-SP-WDW N Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Wood Waste 

4060-SP-CAR Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Concrete/Asphalt/Rubble 

4090-SP-RND Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Rendering 

4100-SP-OTH Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Other Special Waste 

5000-ED-ELC N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Electronic (radio ,TV, web, hotlines) 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 
or 

4 = Insufficient funding. 
5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 

Board Meeting   Agenda Item 9 
March 15-16, 2005  Attachment 1 
 Office of Local Assistance Page 3 
 Program Listing for Date Printed 
 Stockton December 6, 2004 

 Pre 1995 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ ------ 2001 ------ ------ 2002 ------ 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 3050-CM-SCH N N 1995 AI AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
 School Composting Programs 

 4010-SP-SLG N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Sludge (sewage/industrial) 

 4020-SP-TRS N N 1994 AO AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
 Tires 

 4030-SP-WHG Y Y 1997 D 99 DE AI AO AO AO AO AO 
 White Goods 

 4040-SP-SCM Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Scrap Metal 

 4050-SP-WDW N Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Wood Waste 

 4060-SP-CAR Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Concrete/Asphalt/Rubble 

 4090-SP-RND Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Rendering 

 4100-SP-OTH Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Other Special Waste 

 5000-ED-ELC N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Electronic (radio ,TV, web, hotlines) 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 

pplication:  PARIS            city was not incorporated or  

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut
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Program Listing for Date Printed 

Stockton December 6, 2004 

Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998 1999  2000  2001  2002  
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

5010-ED-PRN N Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Print (brochures, flyers, guides, news articles) 

5020-ED-OUT Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Outreach (tech assistance, presentations, awards, 
fairs, field trips) 

5030-ED-SCH Y Y 1988 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Schools (education and curriculum) 

6010-PI-EIN N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Economic Incentives 

6020-PI-ORD N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Ordinances 

7000-FR-MRF N Y NA PF PF PF PF PF SI SO SO 
MRF 

7010-FR-LAN Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Landfill 

7020-FR-TST Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Transfer Station 

7030-FR-CMF N Y 1993 DE 99 DE 99 DE 99 DE 99 DE DE 99 DE 99 DE 99 
Composting Facility 

7040-FR-ADC N N 1994 AO AO AO AO D 99 SI SO SO 
Alternative Daily Cover 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 
or 

4 = Insufficient funding. 
5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 

Board Meeting   Agenda Item 9 
March 15-16, 2005  Attachment 1 
 Office of Local Assistance Page 4 
 Program Listing for Date Printed 
 Stockton December 6, 2004 

 Pre 1995 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ ------ 2001 ------ ------ 2002 ------ 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 5010-ED-PRN N Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Print (brochures, flyers, guides, news articles) 

 5020-ED-OUT Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Outreach (tech assistance, presentations, awards,  
 fairs, field trips) 

 5030-ED-SCH Y Y 1988 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Schools (education and curriculum) 

 6010-PI-EIN N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Economic Incentives 

 6020-PI-ORD N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Ordinances 

 7000-FR-MRF N Y NA PF PF PF PF PF SI SO SO 
 MRF 

 7010-FR-LAN Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Landfill 

 7020-FR-TST Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Transfer Station 

 7030-FR-CMF N Y 1993 DE 99 DE 99 DE 99 DE 99 DE DE 99 DE 99 DE 99 
 Composting Facility 

 7040-FR-ADC N N 1994 AO AO AO AO D 99 SI SO SO 
 Alternative Daily Cover 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 

pplication:  PARIS            city was not incorporated or  

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut
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Program Listing for Date Printed 

Stockton December 6, 2004 

Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998 1999  2000  2001  2002  
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

8010-TR-BIO Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Biomass 

9000-HH-PMF N Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Permanent Facility 

9010-HH-MPC N Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Mobile or Periodic Collection 

9040-HH-EDP N Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Education Programs 

9050-HH-OTH N N 2004 NA NA NA NA NA NA PF PF 
Other HHW 

Add any additional programs below 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 
or 

4 = Insufficient funding. 
5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 

Board Meeting   Agenda Item 9 
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 Office of Local Assistance Page 5 
 Program Listing for Date Printed 
 Stockton December 6, 2004 

 Pre 1995 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ ------ 2001 ------ ------ 2002 ------ 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 8010-TR-BIO Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Biomass 

 9000-HH-PMF N Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Permanent Facility 

 9010-HH-MPC N Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Mobile or Periodic Collection 

 9040-HH-EDP N Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Education Programs 

 9050-HH-OTH N N 2004 NA NA NA NA NA NA PF PF 
 Other HHW 

Add any additional programs below 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 

pplication:  PARIS            city was not incorporated or  

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut
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StrikeOut
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To request a Time Extension (TE) or Alternative Diversion Requirement (ADR), please complete and sign this request 
sheet and return it to your Office of Local Assistance (OLA) representative at the address below, along with any additional 
information requested by OLA staff. When all documentation has been received, your OLA representative will work with 
you to prepare for your appearance before the Board. If you have any questions about this process, please call (916) 
341-6199 to be connected to your OLA representative. 

Mail completed documents to: 

California Integrated Waste Management Board 
Office  of Local Assistance, (MS 25) 
1001 I Street 
PO Box 4025 
Sacramento CA 95812-4025 

General Instructions: 

For a Time Extension complete Sections I, II, Ill-A, IV-A, and V. 

For an Alternative Diversion Requirement complete Sections I, II, Ill-B, IV-B and V. 

Section I: Jurisdiction Information and Certification 
All respondents must complete this section. 

I certify under penalty of perjury that the information in this document is true and correct to the best 
and that I am authorized to make this certification on behalf of: 

of my knowledge, 

Jurisdiction Name 

City of Stockton 

County 

San Joaquin County 

Authorized Signature s Title 

Solid Waste Manager 
"—Ynd2VC—inili—D,L) 

Type/Print Name of Person Signing 

Mike Miller 

Date 

12/17/04 

Phone 

(209) 937-8826 

Person Completing This Form (please print or type) 

Heidi Melander 

Title 

Recycling Coordinator 

Phone 

(415) 434-0900 x 148 

E-mail Address 

hmelander@brownvence.com  

Fax 

(415) 956-6220 

Mailing Address 

425 N. El Dorado Street 

City 

Stockton 

State 

CA 

ZIP Code 

95202 

Board Meeting
March 15-16, 2005
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Section II—Cover Sheet 

This cover sheet is to be completed for each Time Extension (TE) or Alternative Diversion 
Requirement (ADR) requested. 

1. Eligibility 
Has your jurisdiction filed its Source Reduction and Recycling Element, Household Hazardous Waste 
Element, and Nondisposal Facility Element with the Board (must have been filed by July 1, 1998 if you are 
requesting an ADR)? 

❑ No. If no, stop; not eligible for a TE or ADR. 

Yes. If yes, then eligible for a TE or ADR. • 

2. Specific Request and Length of Request 

Please specify the request desired. 

Time Extension Request 

Specific years requested and 2005 _2003 

Is this a second request? I No ❑ Yes Specific years requested. _ 
(Note: Requests for an additional extension will need to address why the jurisdiction's efforts to 
meet the 50% goal by the end of the first extension were not successful.) 

❑ Alternative Diversion Requirement Request (Not allowed for Regional Agencies). 

Specific ADR requested %, for the years_ . _ 

Is this a second ADR request? ❑ No ❑ Yes Specific ADR requested %, for the _ 
years _ 

(Note: Requests for an additional ADR will need to address why the jurisdiction's efforts to meet 
50% by the end of the first ADR period were not successful.) 

Note: Extensions may be requested anytime by a jurisdiction, but will only be effective in the years from 
January 1, 2000 to January 1, 2006. An original request for a TE/ADR may be granted for any period up to 
three years and subsequent requests for TE/ADR may extend the original request or be based on new 
circumstances but the total number of years for all requests cannot total more than five years or extend 
beyond January 1, 2006. 

Board Meeting
March 15-16, 2005
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Section IIIA—TIME EXTENSION 

Within this section, discuss your jurisdiction's progress in implementing diversion programs that 
were planned to achieve 50%. Provide any additional information that demonstrates "good faith 
effort" The CIWMB shall determine your jurisdiction's progress in demonstrating "good faith 
effort" towards complying with AB 939. Note: The answers to each question should be 
comprehensive and provide specific details regarding the jurisdiction's situation. 

Attach additional sheets if necessary—please reference each response to the appropriate cell number (e.g., IIIA-1). 

1. Why does your jurisdiction need more time to meet the 50% goal? Describe why SRRE selected 
programs did not achieve 50% diversion. Identify barriers to meeting the 50% goal and briefly indicate 
how they will be overcome. 

The City achieved 47 percent diversion in 2000 and documented "good faith effort" to implement its SRRE 
programs. However, because of significant growth (300 new homes built per month), which has out-paced the 
conversion factors, the City's diversion rate slipped to 46 percent for 2002. The City has implemented several new 
diversion programs since 2002, including: 

• New three-cart collection program for all residents and businesses. Implemented June 1, 2004, the 
new program includes provision of three wheeled carts (or cubic yard bins for large commercial customers) 
to each generator for collection of single stream recyclable materials (including all paper and cardboard, 
plastics 1-7, aseptic packaging, glass bottles and jars, small pieces of scrap metal and small appliances), 
green waste and food waste (including fruit, vegetable and grain waste — meat and fish waste and food-
contaminated paper will be added to the program beginning in June 2006), and residual solid waste. Initial 
program tonnage reports indicate a nearly 40 percent increase in diversion compared to the City's previous 
recycling program. 

• Diversion requirements for all haulers. Beginning June 1, 2004, all residential,tommercial and industrial 
haulers operating in the City are required to document 50 percent diversion, as a requirement of their 
contract or permit, or face liquidated damages or contract termination. 

• Construction and Demolition Debris Ordinance. In April 2003, the City Council passed an amendment 
to the City's municipal code which requires diversion of 50 percent of all construction and demolition debris 
generated by a building or demolition project as a condition of the building or demolition permit. 

• Buy Recycled Policy. By February 2005, the City will incorporate updates to the Buy Recycled policy from 
1990 which will require all City Departments to put priority on purchasing products made with at least 
minimum levels of recycled content. 

• Waste Prevention and Recycling Outreach and Education. Over the past two years, the City has greatly 
increased its recycling program outreach efforts including: recycling at all community festivals and events, 
sponsorship of Earth Day and America Recycles Day, a new comprehensive recycling guide and new 
website http://www.stocktongov.com/recvcle/index.htm,  quarterly newsletter for all solid waste customers, 
workshops with over 20 community groups, compost bin sales, radio and cable television public service 
announcements and video about new program elements, and recycling curriculum and presentations 
offered to all schools within the City. 

The SRRE programs have been enhanced and expanded over the past two years, resulting in an expected 
increase in the City's diversion tonnage. Because of the City's rapid growth, the disposal tonnage has also 
increased significantly. We anticipate that after full implementation of the City's new programs, the City will be 
able to document a 50 percent or higher diversion rate. 
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2. Why does your jurisdiction need the amount of time requested? Describe any relevant circumstances in 
the jurisdiction that contribute to the need for a Time Extension. 

The City is requesting a time extension to December 31, 2005. We anticipate that the City's new diversion 
programs that have been implemented in 2004 will take full effect within the next year and will demonstrate the 
City's compliance with its diversion goals. 

3. Describe your jurisdiction's Good Faith Efforts to implement the programs in its SRRE. 

The City has fully implemented all of the programs identified in its SRRE and has recently expanded and enhanced 
these programs including, three-cart residential and commercial collection programs (recycling, green waste and 
food waste, and solid waste), diversion requirements for all haulers operating within the City, construction and 
demolition debris ordinance, buy-recycled policy, and outreach and education programs including at schools and 
special events. - 

4. Provide any additional relevant information that supports the request. 

No additional information to be provided. 
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Section IIIB—ALTERNATIVE DIVERSION REQUIREMENT 

Within this section, discuss your jurisdiction's progress in implementing diversion programs that 
were planned to achieve 50%. Provide any additional information that demonstrates "good faith 
effort." The CIWMB shall determine your jurisdiction's efforts in demonstrating "good faith 
effort" towards complying with AB 939. Note: The answers to each question should be 
comprehensive and provide specific details regarding the jurisdiction's situation. 
Attach additional sheets if necessary—please reference each response to the appropriate cell number (e.g., 1118-1.). 

1. Why does your jurisdiction need and Alternative Diversion Requirement? Describe why SRRE selected 
programs did not achieve 50% diversion. Identify barriers to meeting the 50% goal and briefly indicate how 
they will be overcome. 

2. Why is your jurisdiction requesting an Alternative Diversion Requirement in lieu of a Time Extension? 

q 

3. Describe your jurisdiction's Good Faith Efforts to implement the programs in its SRRE. 

4. Describe any relevant circumstances in the jurisdiction that contribute to the need for an ADR. Provide 
any relevant information that supports the request. 
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Section IV A—PLAN OF CORRECTION 

A Plan of Correction is required by PRC Section 41820(a)(6)(B). The plan is fundamentally a 
description of the actions the jurisdiction will take to meet the 50% goal by the expiration of the Time 
Extension. 
Attach additional sheets if necessary. 

Residential % 21% Non-residential % 79% 

PROGRAM TYPE 

Please use the Board's 
Program Types. The 
Program Glossary is 
online at: 

www.ciwmb.ca.gov/ 
LGCentral/PARIS/Codes/ 
Reduce.htm 

NEW or 
EXPAND 

DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM 

DIVERSION  

FUNDING 
SOURCE 

DATE FULLY 
COMPLETED 

ESTIMATED 
PERCENT 

2000-RC-CRB (Curbside 
Multi-Family) 

& Expand 
Beginning June 1, 2004, the City implemented a new 
three-cart collection program for all residential and 
commercial generators. This program is anticipated to 
take full effect within one year after implementation. In 
addition, new materials will be added to the green waste 
and food waste collection program in June 2006, 
including meat and fish waste and food-contaminated 
paper. 

Collection 
rate 

6/1/05 3% 

2030-RC-OSP 
(Commercial On-Site) 

Expand 

Beginning June 1, 2004, the City required all commercial 
and industrial haulers to divert 50 percent of material 
collected. This program is anticipated to take full effect 
within one year after implementation. 

Collection 
rate 

6/1/05 3% 

4060-SP-CAR (Concrete, 
Asphalt, Rubble) 

Expand 

Beginning June 1, 2004, the City required all building 
and demolition projects to document 50 percent 
diversion as a condition of the building or demolition 
permit. This program is anticipated to take full effect 
within one year after implementation. 

AB 939 
fee 

6/1/05 5% 

Total Estimated Diversion Percent From New and/or Expanded Programs 
11% 

Current Diversion Rate Percent From Latest Annual Report (2002) 46% 

Total Planned Diversion Percent Estimated 50% 
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PROGRAMS SUPPORTING DIVERSION ACTIVITIES 

PROGRAM TYPE NEW or 
EXPANDED 

DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM DATE FULLY 
COMPLETED 

Public Education Expand The City has significantly increased its public education and 
outreach program, emphasizing participation in the City's new 
diversion programs. The haulers, in coordination with the City, 
publish a quarterly four page newsletter, of which two pages are 
dedicated to city-specific programs and the other two pages are 
general environmental and waste reduction issues. Some topics 
include, "how to use your new carts", street sweeping schedules, 
special leaf season collections, America Recycles Day, 
Construction and Demolition Debris ordinance, home composting, 
contamination issues and trouble-shooting, holiday waste 
reduction, etc. The City also has a public access TV station that 
continually runs new ads about the recycling program or general 
recycling fun facts. Radio ads were aired for 6 weeks this Fall to 
advertise the new leaf season collection program and changes 
and to encourage people to come to the City's America Recycles 
Day event in November. The City publishes a 'Waste Reduction 
and Recycling Guide that is available on-line or at the public 
libraries and other city distribution points. Periodic messages and 
reminders about programs and events are placed in the city utility 
bill. The haulers have printed special cart tags to help residents 
address contamination issues and to advertise special holiday tree 
recycling and clothes donations. The City will continue quarterly 
newsletters, public access TV ads and programs. We plan to 
begin more coordination with Parks & Rec and youth programs. 
The local Children's Museum has an on-going education program 
and is working with us to enhance some educational displays. We 
are working with the haulers to do some pilot projects tqimprove 
recycling at multi-family housing complexes. Three-five chool 
presentations per month are coordinated through the haulers. 

On-going 

Outreach/ Increased Enforcement Expand 

The City has significantly increased its outreach and enforcement 
efforts and will implement an auditing program in 2005 to 
document compliance with City contract and permit conditions. 
The haulers report statistical diversion data based on their 
customers generation every quarter. The City plans to review 
commercial customer lists in order to understand implementation 
realities regarding service levels. When the "all-food and soiled 
paper" Green Waste provisions are implemented in 2006, a new 
wave of education will be required to bring this program into more 
wide-spread implementation than the current program for pure 
vegetative food separation with Green Waste. 

On-going 

Ordinance or Policy Expand 

The City has implemented a construction and demolition debris 
ordinance. The City is currently reviewing and auditing the first six 
months of C&D reporting and doing follow-up with generators to 
determine service voids and obstacles to increased recycling. The 
City has developed a database to track information by permit 
number and will begin to address compliance issues through 
normal code enforcement channels beginning in 2005. 
The City Buy Recycled Paper Policy from 1990 is being 
augmented to include more than just paper. These new guidelines 
will be incorporated into all city department directives by February 
2005. 

On-going 

Economic Incentives Expand The City has implemented new tiered rates to encourage waste 
generators to reduce the size of their solid waste carts and the 
amount of solid waste disposed. In the residential program, the 
rates are $18.99, $23.99 and $28.99 for 30, 60 and 90 gallon 
carts, respectively. Commercial rates are also set for the two 
franchised collectors and up to four cubic yards of recycling or 
green waste is free with all commercial service accounts in order 
to encourage immediate efforts to recycle. 

On-going 
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Section IV B—GOAL ACHIEVEMENT 

Goal Achievement describes the activities the jurisdiction will use to achieve the ADR. 
Attach additional sheets if necessary.. 

Residential % Non-residential % 

PROGRAM TYPE 

Please use the 
Board's Program 
Types. The Program 
Glossary is online at: 

www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LG  
Central/PARIS/Codes/ 
Reduce.htm 

NEW or 
EXPAND 

DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM 

DIVERSION  

FUNDING 
SOURCE 

DATE FULLY 
COMPLETED 

ESTIMATED 
PERCENT 

v 

Total Estimated Diversion Percent From New and/or Expanded Programs 

Current Diversion Rate Percent From Latest Annual Report 

Total Planned Diversion Percent Estimated 

PROGRAMS SUPPORTING DIVERSION ACTIVITIES 

PROGRAM TYPE NEW or 
EXPAND 

DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM DATE FULLY 
COMPLETED 
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Section V — PARIS 

Office of Local Assistance staff will be reviewing your Jurisdiction's Planning Annual Report 
Information System (PARIS) database printout as part of the evaluation of your request. Should 
the Jurisdiction have updates or revisions to the program implementation from the latest Annual 
Report submitted to the Board, please attach to the application the Jurisdiction's 
printout showing updates or revisions. 

PARIS database 

Contact your Office of Local Assistance Representative at (916) 341-6199 for a copy of 
the Board's website at www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/PARIS/.  

PARIS, or go to 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-67 

Consideration Of The Application For A SB1066 Time Extension By The City Of Stockton, San 
Joaquin County 

WHEREAS, Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 41825 requires the Board to review each City, County, 
and Regional Agency's (jurisdiction) Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE) at least once every 
two years; and 

WHEREAS, by conducting the Biennial Review in accordance with Title 14 California Code of Regulations 
Section 18772, the Board will determine if a jurisdiction has implemented its SRRE programs, and if a 
jurisdiction is meeting the diversion requirements as specified under PRC Section 41780; and 

WHEREAS, in 1997, Senate Bill (SB) 1066 modified PRC Section 41820 and Section 41785 for multiple 
year and multiple requests from jurisdictions for Time Extensions or Alternative Diversion Requirements in 
meeting the 50 percent diversion requirement; and 

WHEREAS, the Board developed an application intended to provide guidance on the information and 
documentation that is needed to meet the requirements identified in PRC Sections 41820 and 41785, and 
approved the application on May 23, 2000; and 

WHEREAS, based on the staff review of the SRRE for the City of Stockton (City), Board staff found that the 
City has been implementing diversion programs but needs more time to achieve the 50 percent diversion 
requirement; and 

WHEREAS, the City has submitted the necessary information and documentation required in a completed 
SB1066 Time Extension application; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby accepts the City of Stockton's SB 1066 
application for a time extension through December 31, 2005 to implement its SRRE and to meet the 50 
percent diversion requirement. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board directs the City of Stockton to report 
on its progress in implementing its Plan of Correction in a six month progress report, and a final report at the 
end of the extension. 

CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly 
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 

Dated: 

Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-67 

Consideration Of The Application For A SB1066 Time Extension By The City Of Stockton, San 
Joaquin County 
 
WHEREAS, Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 41825 requires the Board to review each City, County, 
and Regional Agency’s (jurisdiction) Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE) at least once every 
two years; and 
 
WHEREAS, by conducting the Biennial Review in accordance with Title 14 California Code of Regulations 
Section 18772, the Board will determine if a jurisdiction has implemented its SRRE programs, and if a 
jurisdiction is meeting the diversion requirements as specified under PRC Section 41780; and 
 
WHEREAS, in 1997, Senate Bill (SB) 1066 modified PRC Section 41820 and Section 41785 for multiple 
year and multiple requests from jurisdictions for Time Extensions or Alternative Diversion Requirements in 
meeting the 50 percent diversion requirement; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Board developed an application intended to provide guidance on the information and 
documentation that is needed to meet the requirements identified in PRC Sections 41820 and 41785, and 
approved the application on May 23, 2000; and 
 
WHEREAS, based on the staff review of the SRRE for the City of Stockton (City), Board staff found that the 
City has been implementing diversion programs but needs more time to achieve the 50 percent diversion 
requirement; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City has submitted the necessary information and documentation required in a completed 
SB1066 Time Extension application;  
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby accepts the City of Stockton’s SB 1066 
application for a time extension through December 31, 2005 to implement its SRRE and to meet the 50 
percent diversion requirement. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board directs the City of Stockton to report 
on its progress in implementing its Plan of Correction in a six month progress report, and a final report at the 
end of the extension.  
 

CERTIFICATION 
 
The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly 
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 
 
Dated:   
 
 
 
Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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AGENDA ITEM 10 
ITEM 
Consideration Of The Application For A SB1066 Time Extension By The City Of Chino, San 
Bernardino County 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
The City of Chino (City) has submitted to the California Integrated Waste Management 
Board (Board) a completed Senate Bill (SB) 1066 Time Extension request for meeting 
the 50 percent diversion requirement. Staff review indicates that while the City has been 
implementing the source reduction, recycling, and composting programs selected in its 
Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE), it will need to implement the 
proposed Plan of Correction to achieve the 50 percent diversion requirement. The City 
currently has a 47 percent diversion rate for 2001 and 44 percent for 2002. The City is 
requesting to extend the due date for achieving 50 percent diversion through December 
31, 2005. Staff's analysis of the City's Plan of Correction indicates the plan is 
reasonable, given the City's waste stream. 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
The Board approved the City's 1999/2000 Biennial Review results on July 23, 2002. 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
1. The Board may approve the City's application as submitted for an extension to the 

2000 diversion requirement on the basis of its good faith effort to-date to implement 
diversion programs and its plans for future implementation. 

2. The Board may approve the City's application as may be modified by the jurisdiction 
at the Board meeting. 

3. The Board may approve the City's application as submitted but also make 
recommendations for the implementation of alternative programs that it believes the 
jurisdiction should add to its plan for it to be successful. 

4. The Board may make recommendations for the implementation of alternative 
programs that it believes the jurisdiction should add for its plan to be successful and 
continue the item to the next Board meeting to allow the jurisdiction time to revise its 
application. 

5. The Board may disapprove the City's application and allow the jurisdiction to revise 
and resubmit the application based upon the Board's specified reasons for 
disapproval. 

6. The Board may disapprove the City's application and direct staff to commence the 
process to issue a compliance order because the Board's specified reasons for 
disapproval cannot be addressed by a revised application. 

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends the Board adopt option No. 1: approve the City's application as submitted 
for an extension to the 2000 diversion requirement on the basis of its good faith effort to-date 
to implement diversion programs and its plans for future implementation. 
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AGENDA ITEM 10 

ITEM 
Consideration Of The Application For A SB1066 Time Extension By The City Of Chino, San 
Bernardino County 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
The City of Chino (City) has submitted to the California Integrated Waste Management 
Board (Board) a completed Senate Bill (SB) 1066 Time Extension request for meeting 
the 50 percent diversion requirement.  Staff review indicates that while the City has been 
implementing the source reduction, recycling, and composting programs selected in its 
Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE), it will need to implement the 
proposed Plan of Correction to achieve the 50 percent diversion requirement.  The City 
currently has a 47 percent diversion rate for 2001 and 44 percent for 2002.  The City is 
requesting to extend the due date for achieving 50 percent diversion through December 
31, 2005.  Staff’s analysis of the City’s Plan of Correction indicates the plan is 
reasonable, given the City’s waste stream. 
 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
The Board approved the City’s 1999/2000 Biennial Review results on July 23, 2002. 

 
III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 

1. The Board may approve the City’s application as submitted for an extension to the 
2000 diversion requirement on the basis of its good faith effort to-date to implement 
diversion programs and its plans for future implementation. 

2. The Board may approve the City’s application as may be modified by the jurisdiction 
at the Board meeting. 

3. The Board may approve the City’s application as submitted but also make 
recommendations for the implementation of alternative programs that it believes the 
jurisdiction should add to its plan for it to be successful. 

4. The Board may make recommendations for the implementation of alternative 
programs that it believes the jurisdiction should add for its plan to be successful and 
continue the item to the next Board meeting to allow the jurisdiction time to revise its 
application. 

5. The Board may disapprove the City’s application and allow the jurisdiction to revise 
and resubmit the application based upon the Board’s specified reasons for 
disapproval. 

6. The Board may disapprove the City’s application and direct staff to commence the 
process to issue a compliance order because the Board’s specified reasons for 
disapproval cannot be addressed by a revised application. 

 
IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends the Board adopt option No. 1:  approve the City’s application as submitted 
for an extension to the 2000 diversion requirement on the basis of its good faith effort to-date 
to implement diversion programs and its plans for future implementation. 
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V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and 
1. Background 

Findings 

Code 

the 

order 

jurisdiction 
or more 
a maximum 
(PRC Section 

for 
in this section 

extension. 

initially 

has 
that 

identified 

or 

analysis 

Agency's 

requirement; 
programs, 

and/or 

disapproves 
disapproval." 

submits 

(PRC) Section 41825 requires the Board to review each City, 
(jurisdiction's) SRRE at least once every two years. As a 

Board may find a jurisdiction has implemented programs and 
that a jurisdiction has made a good faith effort to 

but has not achieved the 50 percent diversion requirement; 
should be assigned to a jurisdiction that has failed to adequately 

failed to achieve the diversion requirement. 

that has not achieved the diversion requirement may 
time extensions to meeting the 50 percent diversion 

of five years; no extensions may be effective beyond 
41820). 

further provides that: 
a request for an extension, the board may make specific 

the implementation of alternative programs. 
shall preclude the board from disapproving any 

a request for an extension, the board shall speck its 

grant a one, two or three year extension for meeting the 
if the following conditions are met: 
submitted all required planning elements; 
the jurisdiction is making a good faith effort to implement 

in its SRRE; 
a plan of correction demonstrating that it will meet the 

by the time the extension expires including: the programs 
start implementing, the dates of implementation, and the 

upon the information below. 

Public Resources 
County, and Regional 
result of this review, 
achieved the diversion 
implement diversion 
or that a compliance 
implement its SRRE 

Alternatively, a 
petition for one 
requirement for 
January 1, 2006 

PRC Section 41820(b) 
"(1) When considering 
recommendations 
(2) Nothing 
request for an 
(3) If the board 
reasons for the 

The Board may 
diversion requirements 
• The jurisdiction 
• The Board fmds 

the programs 
• The jurisdiction 

diversion requirements 
that it will expand 
means of funding. 

2. Basis for staffs 
Staffs analysis is based 

Existing Jurisdiction Conditions: 
Key Jurisdiction Conditions 

Waste Stream Data 
Base 
Year 

1999 2000 2001 2002 Pounds waste 
generated per person 
per day (ppd) 

Population Non-Residential 
Waste Stream 
Percentage 

Residential 
Waste Stream 
Percentage 

1990 48 51 47 44 13.08 69,100 66% 34% 

SB 1066 Data 
Extension End 

Date 
Program Review Site Visit 

by Board Staff 
Reporting Frequency Proposed Diversion 

Increase 
12/31/05 2002 Annual Report 

6 Months with Status Report 
Final Report 

7 % 
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V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 
1.  Background 

Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 41825 requires the Board to review each City, 
County, and Regional Agency’s (jurisdiction’s) SRRE at least once every two years.  As a 
result of this review, the Board may find a jurisdiction has implemented programs and 
achieved the diversion requirement; that a jurisdiction has made a good faith effort to 
implement diversion programs, but has not achieved the 50 percent diversion requirement; 
or that a compliance order should be assigned to a jurisdiction that has failed to adequately 
implement its SRRE and/or failed to achieve the diversion requirement.  
 
Alternatively, a jurisdiction that has not achieved the diversion requirement may 
petition for one or more time extensions to meeting the 50 percent diversion 
requirement for a maximum of five years; no extensions may be effective beyond 
January 1, 2006 (PRC Section 41820).   
 
PRC Section 41820(b) further provides that: 

“(1) When considering a request for an extension, the board may make specific 
recommendations for the implementation of alternative programs. 
(2) Nothing in this section shall preclude the board from disapproving any 
request for an extension. 
(3) If the board disapproves a request for an extension, the board shall specify its 
reasons for the disapproval.” 

 
The Board may initially grant a one, two or three year extension for meeting the 
diversion requirements if the following conditions are met: 
• The jurisdiction has submitted all required planning elements; 
• The Board finds that the jurisdiction is making a good faith effort to implement 

the programs identified in its SRRE; 
• The jurisdiction submits a plan of correction demonstrating that it will meet the 

diversion requirements by the time the extension expires including: the programs 
that it will expand or start implementing, the dates of implementation, and the 
means of funding. 

  
2.  Basis for staff’s analysis   

Staff’s analysis is based upon the information below. 
 

Existing Jurisdiction Conditions: 
Key Jurisdiction Conditions 

Waste Stream Data 
Base 
Year 

1999 2000 2001 2002 Pounds waste 
generated per person 
per day (ppd) 

Population Non-Residential 
Waste Stream 
Percentage 

Residential 
Waste Stream 
Percentage 

1990 48 51 47 44 13.08 69,100 66% 34% 
 

SB 1066 Data 
Extension End 

Date 
Program Review Site Visit 

by Board Staff 
Reporting Frequency Proposed Diversion 

Increase 
12/31/05 2002 Annual Report 

6 Months with Status Report 
Final Report 

7 % 
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City's geographic location: The City is located in the Southwest corner of the Inland 
Empire of San Bernardino County. 

Primary Diversion Program Information: 
The following table provides an overview of the diversion programs the City is currently 
implementing, and the programs the City is proposing to expand or newly implement as 
outlined in the Plan of Correction (Section W-A of the SB1066 Time Extension 
application; Attachment 1). 

Program Name/Type Existing Expanded New Dropped/ Not 
Implemented 

Staff Comments 

Residential Programs: 
Residential Curbside X Curbside materials collected in the 96 gal carts include: 

alum. cans, steel cans, PET, HDPE, clear, colored and 
white plastic containers of #4 and #6, newspaper, white 
paper, OCC, magazines, phone books, mixed paper. All 
single-family and most multi-family residential units have 
curbside recycling. The City has a long-standing program 
of recognizing residents with an award who have done a 
good job with their curbside recycling and have no 
contamination in the bins. As part of the SB 1066 Plan of 
Correction, the City's waste hauler is conducting a periodic 
review of multi-family accounts to determine whether 
additional complexes can be added to the curbside recycling 
program. In addition, several dairies in newly annexed 
areas have homes. The hauler is surveying these properties 
and working with property owners to add appropriate 
residential and commercial recycling programs. 

Residential Drop-Off X The drop-off facility in Chino continues to be used 
primarily for Christmas trees and greenwaste. There are 
drop-off facilities at the HHW site and at the City's corp. 
yard that accept the same mix of materials as accepted for 
curbside collection. As part of the SB 1066 Plan of 
Correction, in May 2004, the City supported the County's 
application to fund beverage container recycling at a 
county-owned park in a newly annexed area to the City. 
The City is also working with its waste hauler to determine 
whether expanded diversion can be gained at the drop-off at 
the City's Household Hazardous Waste Collection Facility 
program. 

Special Collection 
Seasonal (regular) 

X Christmas tree recycling continues in the weeks following 
the Christmas holiday. 

Residential Curbside 
Greenwaste Collection 

X City of Chino continues automated, curbside, greenwaste 
collection for all single-family residential units. The City 
also recycles greenwaste collected in roll-off bins from 
residential users at the drop-off facility. 

Commercial Programs: 
Xeriscaping/Grasscycling X The City of Chino continues to practice grasscycling at its 

parks and Civic Center complex. With the implementation 
of the SB 1066 TE, the City and its franchised waste hauler 
are surveying a golf course and a county-owned regional 
park in an annexed area to determine their grasscycling 
diversion and will promote the use of grasscycling at those 
locations, if it is not being done. 

Business Waste 
Reduction Program 

X The City through its franchised hauler, Waste Management, 
continues to encourage business waste reduction programs 
and business recycling. The City and Waste Management 
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City’s geographic location: The City is located in the Southwest corner of the Inland 
Empire of San Bernardino County. 
 
Primary Diversion Program Information: 
The following table provides an overview of the diversion programs the City is currently 
implementing, and the programs the City is proposing to expand or newly implement as 
outlined in the Plan of Correction (Section IV-A of the SB1066 Time Extension 
application; Attachment 1). 

 
Program Name/Type Existing Expanded New Dropped/ Not 

Implemented 
Staff Comments 

Residential Programs:      
Residential Curbside     X   Curbside materials collected in the 96 gal carts include: 

alum. cans, steel cans, PET, HDPE, clear, colored and 
white plastic containers of #4 and #6, newspaper, white 
paper, OCC, magazines, phone books, mixed paper. All 
single-family and most multi-family residential units have 
curbside recycling. The City has a long-standing program 
of recognizing residents with an award who have done a 
good job with their curbside recycling and have no 
contamination in the bins. As part of the SB 1066 Plan of 
Correction, the City's waste hauler is conducting a periodic 
review of multi-family accounts to determine whether 
additional complexes can be added to the curbside recycling 
program.  In addition, several dairies in newly annexed 
areas have homes.  The hauler is surveying these properties 
and working with property owners to add appropriate 
residential and commercial recycling programs.   

Residential Drop-Off  X   The drop-off facility in Chino continues to be used 
primarily for Christmas trees and greenwaste.  There are 
drop-off facilities at the HHW site and at the City’s corp. 
yard that accept the same mix of materials as accepted for 
curbside collection. As part of the SB 1066 Plan of 
Correction, in May 2004, the City supported the County's 
application to fund beverage container recycling at a 
county-owned park in a newly annexed area to the City. 
The City is also working with its waste hauler to determine 
whether expanded diversion can be gained at the drop-off at 
the City's Household Hazardous Waste Collection Facility 
program. 

Special Collection 
Seasonal (regular) 

X    Christmas tree recycling continues in the weeks following 
the Christmas holiday. 

Residential Curbside 
Greenwaste Collection  

X    City of Chino continues automated, curbside, greenwaste 
collection for all single-family residential units. The City 
also recycles greenwaste collected in roll-off bins from 
residential users at the drop-off facility.  

      
Commercial Programs:      
Xeriscaping/Grasscycling  X   The City of Chino continues to practice grasscycling at its 

parks and Civic Center complex. With the implementation 
of the SB 1066 TE, the City and its franchised waste hauler 
are surveying a golf course and a county-owned regional 
park in an annexed area to determine their grasscycling 
diversion and will promote the use of grasscycling at those 
locations, if it is not being done. 

Business Waste 
Reduction Program 

X    The City through its franchised hauler, Waste Management, 
continues to encourage business waste reduction programs 
and business recycling. The City and Waste Management 
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Program Name/Type Existing Expanded New Dropped/ Not 
Implemented 

Staff Comments 

continue to recognize top businesses with its "Recycling 
All-Stars" program. 

Government Source 
Reduction Programs 

X The City's Public Works Department makes extensive use 
of locally-generated compost and mulch material in parks 
and on street medians. The prison is implementing 
xeriscaping and grasscycling programs that have diverted 
500 tons and on-site composting and mulching programs 
that have diverted 2,190 tons. 

Commercial On-Site 
Pickup 

X Waste Management has continued to work with large 
generators to facilitate recycling. Special emphasis is placed 
on construction and demolition waste generators. In 
accordance with the SB 1066 Plan of Correction, the waste 
hauler's Recycling Coordinator has been working for 
several months with the management of new shopping 
centers to set up commercial recycling programs and will 
be surveying other major commercial and industrial 
customers. The City and its waste hauler also are surveying 
non-residential accounts in the newly annexed areas and 
analyzing disposal reports to determine their current waste 
disposal and recycling practices. Initially, this program will 
be based upon the current refuse and recycling contract that 
requires commercial recycling opportunities to be offered to 
customers. This will be a major focus in the first part of 
2005. City and waste hauler staff are meeting in January 
2005 to review account information and initiate this 
program. The City anticipates that diversion will be 
significantly increased from this program, the City will 
negotiate with its waste hauler to further expand 
commercial recycling if diversion is lower than expected. 

School Source Reduction 
and Recycling Programs 

X Effective 2003, 90 percent of the Chino Valley Unified 
School District's mowers mulch grass for grasscycling. 
Waste Management, the franchised hauler, offered 
recycling services to schools that, if selected, includes 
mixed paper, alum. cans, plastic bottles, tin cans, juice 
cartons, glass bottles, magazines, occ, newspapers, plastic 
grocery bags. Waste Mgt. provides containers for the 
classrooms and recycling dumpsters. As the school district 
began to mandate recycling at the schools, participation at 
the elementary schools improved. The two Jr. and two Sr. 
high schools have been participating in the recycling 
collection program. Starting in 2003, in conjuction with the 
SB 1066 Plan of Correction, school recycling programs 
now have been implemented at all public schools, instead of 
only some. In addition, the City's waste hauler will be 
working with the seven private schools and Chaffey 
College satellite campus to implement recycling programs. 

Government Recycling 
Programs 

X City added beverage recycling bins to the Civic Center 
complex and the City continues to use recycled white paper 
and recycles other materials (bond paper) into notepads. 
There are collection bins at every desk and every 
department for recyclables. 

Commercial On Site 
Greenwaste Pickup 

X In 1999, the City implemented a new automated system for 
greenwaste from some commercial generators. It is taken 
to facilities in the region and used for a variety of mulching 
and composting applications, as well as ADC at regional 
landfills. 

Sludge 
(sewage/industrial) 

X The majority of the sewage sludge generated in the City is 
sent to a co-composting facility operated by Inland Empire 
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Program Name/Type Existing Expanded New Dropped/ Not 
Implemented 

Staff Comments 

continue to recognize top businesses with its "Recycling 
All-Stars" program. 

Government Source 
Reduction Programs 

X    The City’s Public Works Department makes extensive use 
of locally-generated compost and mulch material in parks 
and on street medians.  The prison is implementing 
xeriscaping and grasscycling programs that have diverted 
500 tons and on-site composting and mulching programs 
that have diverted 2,190 tons. 

Commercial On-Site 
Pickup 

 X   Waste Management has continued to work with large 
generators to facilitate recycling. Special emphasis is placed 
on construction and demolition waste generators. In 
accordance with the SB 1066 Plan of Correction, the waste 
hauler's Recycling Coordinator has been working for 
several months with the management of new shopping 
centers to set up commercial recycling programs and will 
be surveying other major commercial and industrial 
customers. The City and its waste hauler also are surveying 
non-residential accounts in the newly annexed areas and 
analyzing disposal reports to determine their current waste 
disposal and recycling practices.  Initially, this program will 
be based upon the current refuse and recycling contract that 
requires commercial recycling opportunities to be offered to 
customers.  This will be a major focus in the first part of 
2005.  City and waste hauler staff are meeting in January 
2005 to review account information and initiate this 
program.  The City anticipates that diversion will be 
significantly increased from this program, the City will 
negotiate with its waste hauler to further expand 
commercial recycling if diversion is lower than expected. 

School Source Reduction 
and Recycling Programs  

 X   Effective 2003, 90 percent of the Chino Valley Unified 
School District's mowers mulch grass for grasscycling. 
Waste Management, the franchised hauler, offered 
recycling services to schools that, if selected, includes 
mixed paper, alum. cans, plastic bottles, tin cans, juice 
cartons, glass bottles, magazines, occ, newspapers, plastic 
grocery bags. Waste Mgt. provides containers for the 
classrooms and recycling dumpsters. As the school district 
began to mandate recycling at the schools, participation at 
the elementary schools improved. The two Jr. and two Sr. 
high schools have been participating in the recycling 
collection program.  Starting in 2003, in conjuction with the 
SB 1066 Plan of Correction, school recycling programs 
now have been implemented at all public schools, instead of 
only some.  In addition, the City's waste hauler will be 
working with the seven private schools and Chaffey 
College satellite campus to implement recycling programs. 

Government Recycling 
Programs 

X    City added beverage recycling bins to the Civic Center 
complex and the City continues to use recycled white paper 
and recycles other materials (bond paper) into notepads. 
There are collection bins at every desk and every 
department for recyclables. 

Commercial On Site 
Greenwaste Pickup 

X    In 1999, the City implemented a new automated system for 
greenwaste from some commercial generators.  It is taken 
to facilities in the region and used for a variety of mulching 
and composting applications, as well as ADC at regional 
landfills.  

Sludge 
(sewage/industrial) 

X    The majority of the sewage sludge generated in the City is 
sent to a co-composting facility operated by Inland Empire 
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Program Name/Type Existing Expanded New Dropped/ Not 
Implemented 

Staff Comments 

Utilities Agency. The rest goes to the CA Central Valley for 
ag use. 

Concrete/Asphalt/Rubble X The hauler will provide separate dumpsters for generators 
who are willing to have them and request it. In 2000, the 
prison reported diversion of C&D and inerts. The City staff 
receives reports from various processors who have accepted 
self-hauled materials and from the MRF. The City and its 
waste hauler continue to work with industrial generators to 
divert inerts from the landfills. Construction/Demolition 
Debris and Self-Haul Outreach: Historically, non-
residential waste generators have voluntarily recycled large 
portions of wood, metal, cardboard and 
construction/demolition debris. As part of the SB 1066 
Plan of Correction program expansion, the City and its 
waste hauler will be surveying properties about their waste 
disposal and recycling practices. In addition, we will be 
determining the level of construction/demolition activity 
and initiating outreach efforts to inform properties about 
recycling opportunities. As part of master planning of the 
newly annexed areas, City recycling and planning staff are 
analyzing the most effective way of ensuring and 
documenting diversion of construction and demolition 
debris without stifling voluntary recycling efforts. This 
may be done through additional outreach, additional 
requirements when permits are issued and/or a construction/ 
demolition debris ordinance. According to the Plan of 
Correction, adoption and implementation are expected to be 
completed by the end of 2005. 

Schools (education and 
curriculum) 

X The hauler's contract requires the hauler to take the lead on 
promotion and outreach to the schools. Waste 
Management's Community Relations Support staff 
conducts the education outreach to the schools. Waste 
Management offers educational recycling shows for Grades 
K-3 and offers a "Share Your Recycling Soles" shoe drive 
and assembly for collecting and preparing for re-use, used 
running shoes. Waste Management also offers a Recycled 
Art Show for schools. As an expansion of the SB 1066 Plan 
of Correction, both public and private schools are being 
included in the outreach efforts and the City's Used Oil 
Recycling Program for 2004-05 includes additional school 
outreach activities and presentations. 

Supporting Programs: 
Procurement X The City uses recycled content paper, used oil containers, 

curbside carts, refurbished toner cartridges and re-refined 
oil. 

Electronic (radio ,TV, 
web, hotlines) 

X The City of Chino keeps a 24-hour recycling hotline 
available for residents. Furthermore, the City made 
numerous media buys and continues to use the local cable 
channel and their City web page to disseminate information 
on recycling. Web site information will also be updated as 
part of the Plan of Correction. 

Print (brochures, flyers, 
guides, news articles) 

X The City printed and disseminated brochures on used 
oil/HHW, tire recycling and HHW activity books for 
children. The City also distributes second use guides for 
residents. As part of the SB 1066 Plan of Correction, the 
City is revising its New Resident packet, which will include 
updated information on waste diversion programs. The 
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Program Name/Type Existing Expanded New Dropped/ Not 
Implemented 

Staff Comments 

Utilities Agency. The rest goes to the CA Central Valley for 
ag use. 

Concrete/Asphalt/Rubble  X   The hauler will provide separate dumpsters for generators 
who are willing to have them and request it. In 2000, the 
prison reported diversion of C&D and inerts. The City staff 
receives reports from various processors who have accepted 
self-hauled materials and from the MRF. The City and its 
waste hauler continue to work with industrial generators to 
divert inerts from the landfills. Construction/Demolition 
Debris and Self-Haul Outreach: Historically, non-
residential waste generators have voluntarily recycled large 
portions of wood, metal, cardboard and 
construction/demolition debris.  As part of the SB 1066 
Plan of Correction program expansion, the City and its 
waste hauler will be surveying properties about their waste 
disposal and recycling practices.  In addition, we will be 
determining the level of construction/demolition activity 
and initiating outreach efforts to inform properties about 
recycling opportunities.  As part of master planning of the 
newly annexed areas, City recycling and planning staff are 
analyzing the most effective way of ensuring and 
documenting diversion of construction and demolition 
debris without stifling voluntary recycling efforts.  This 
may be done through additional outreach, additional 
requirements when permits are issued and/or a construction/ 
demolition debris ordinance.  According to the Plan of 
Correction, adoption and implementation are expected to be 
completed by the end of 2005. 

Schools (education and 
curriculum) 

 X   The hauler’s contract requires the hauler to take the lead on 
promotion and outreach to the schools. Waste 
Management’s Community Relations Support staff 
conducts the education outreach to the schools.  Waste 
Management offers educational recycling shows for Grades 
K-3 and offers a "Share Your Recycling Soles" shoe drive 
and assembly for collecting and preparing for re-use, used 
running shoes. Waste Management also offers a Recycled 
Art Show for schools. As an expansion of the SB 1066 Plan 
of Correction, both public and private schools are being 
included in the outreach efforts and the City's Used Oil 
Recycling Program for 2004-05 includes additional school 
outreach activities and presentations. 

      
Supporting Programs:      
Procurement X    The City uses recycled content paper, used oil containers, 

curbside carts, refurbished toner cartridges and re-refined 
oil. 

Electronic (radio ,TV, 
web, hotlines) 

 X   The City of Chino keeps a 24-hour recycling hotline 
available for residents. Furthermore, the City made 
numerous media buys and continues to use the local cable 
channel and their City web page to disseminate information 
on recycling. Web site information will also be updated as 
part of the Plan of Correction. 

Print (brochures, flyers, 
guides, news articles) 

 X   The City printed and disseminated brochures on used 
oil/HHW, tire recycling and HHW activity books for 
children. The City also distributes second use guides for 
residents. As part of the SB 1066 Plan of Correction, the 
City is revising its New Resident packet, which will include 
updated information on waste diversion programs.  The 
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Implemented 

Staff Comments 

City is also preparing public information to be distributed to 
residents and businesses in the newly annexed areas and as 
different areas are developed. The City will be utilizing, at 
least annually, its utility billing insert and community 
newsletter programs to communicate the city's status in 
meeting its waste diversion goals and waste diversion 
opportunities. 

Outreach (tech assistance, 
presentations, awards, 
fairs, field trips) 

X The City continues to recognize businesses and residents 
with the Recycling All-Stars awards. As part of the SB 
1066 Plan of Correction program expansion, the City and 
its waste hauler will be surveying properties about their 
waste disposal and recycling practices. The City will be 
initiating outreach efforts to inform properties about 
recycling opportunities. As part of master planning of the 
newly annexed areas, City recycling and planning staff are 
analyzing the most effective way of ensuring and 
documenting diversion of construction and demolition 
debris without stifling voluntary recycling efforts. This 
may be done through additional outreach; additional 
requirements when permits are issued and/or a construction/ 
demolition debris ordinance. Outreach efforts to multi-
family, school, and larger non-residential accounts also are 
a priority for the first part of 2005. The existing refuse and 
recycling contract requires the hauler to offer individual 
waste audits where appropriate. The City will work with 
the hauler to reorient part of its budget towards the 
expanded diversion programs. 
The City of Chino is taking the lead role in documenting 
waste disposal and recycling activity in the newly annexed 
areas while the waste hauler is surveying its customers in 
those areas. The City is also taking the lead role in 
outreach activities related to self-hauled waste and 
construction/demolition debris. 

Economic Incentives X The standard issue for the new collection system is a 96 gal. 
cart for trash and a 96 gal. cart for recycling. City pays 
pass-through costs. The fee for the residential recycling cart 
is reduced because there is no tipping fee passed through. 
The City offers a 68 gal. trash cart but there is no reduced 
price break for it. If a resident requests more than the basic 
service, they will be charged more. 

Ordinances X City staff will be evaluating the possibility of enacting an 
ordinance which requires the recycling of commercial and 
demolition waste as part of its building permit process. 

Other Policy Incentive X The City will be conducting a New Base Year to be 
completed by December 31, 2005. 

Staff Analysis of SB 1066 Application: 

Plan of Correction: 
extension request must include a Plan of Correction that: 
percent before the time extension expires; 

recycling, and composting programs the City will 

modify and/or new programs it will implement); 
50 percent will be achieved; 

for new and/or expanded programs. 

A jurisdiction's SB1066 time 
a. demonstrates meeting 50 
b. includes source reduction, 

implement 
(existing programs it will 

c. identifies the date when 
d. identifies funding necessary 
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Program Name/Type Existing Expanded New Dropped/ Not 
Implemented 

Staff Comments 

City is also preparing public information to be distributed to 
residents and businesses in the newly annexed areas and as 
different areas are developed. The City will be utilizing, at 
least annually, its utility billing insert and community 
newsletter programs to communicate the city's status in 
meeting its waste diversion goals and waste diversion 
opportunities.   

Outreach (tech assistance, 
presentations, awards, 
fairs, field trips) 

 X   The City continues to recognize businesses and residents 
with the Recycling All-Stars awards. As part of the SB 
1066 Plan of Correction program expansion, the City and 
its waste hauler will be surveying properties about their 
waste disposal and recycling practices.  The City will be 
initiating outreach efforts to inform properties about 
recycling opportunities. As part of master planning of the 
newly annexed areas, City recycling and planning staff are 
analyzing the most effective way of ensuring and 
documenting diversion of construction and demolition 
debris without stifling voluntary recycling efforts.  This 
may be done through additional outreach; additional 
requirements when permits are issued and/or a construction/ 
demolition debris ordinance. Outreach efforts to multi-
family, school, and larger non-residential accounts also are 
a priority for the first part of 2005. The existing refuse and 
recycling contract requires the hauler to offer individual 
waste audits where appropriate. The City  will work with 
the hauler to reorient part of its budget towards the 
expanded diversion programs.   
The City of Chino is taking the lead role in documenting 
waste disposal and recycling activity in the newly annexed 
areas while the waste hauler is surveying its customers in 
those areas.  The City is also taking the lead role in 
outreach activities related to self-hauled waste and 
construction/demolition debris. 

Economic Incentives X    The standard issue for the new collection system is a 96 gal. 
cart for trash and a 96 gal. cart for recycling. City pays 
pass-through costs. The fee for the residential recycling cart 
is reduced because there is no tipping fee passed through.  
The City offers a 68 gal. trash cart but there is no reduced 
price break for it.  If a resident requests more than the basic 
service, they will be charged more. 

Ordinances   X  City staff will be evaluating the possibility of enacting an 
ordinance which requires the recycling of commercial and 
demolition waste as part of its building permit process. 

Other Policy Incentive   X  The City will be conducting a New Base Year to be 
completed by December 31, 2005. 

 
Staff Analysis of SB 1066 Application:  

 
Plan of Correction: 
A jurisdiction’s SB1066 time extension request must include a Plan of Correction that: 
     a. demonstrates meeting 50 percent before the time extension expires; 

           b.  includes source reduction, recycling, and composting programs the City will 
implement  

                (existing programs it will modify and/or new programs it will implement); 
     c.  identifies the date when 50 percent will be achieved; 
     d.  identifies funding necessary for new and/or expanded programs.  
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Section W-A in Attachment 1 is the City's Plan of Correction that meets the above 
requirements. A complete listing of diversion programs the City's is currently 
implementing is provided in Attachment 2. 

Staff analysis: 
The City has been working with the residential and commercial sectors to implement 
diversion programs such as curbside recycling, grasscycling, and outreach programs. 
However, it has seen the need to increase the focus of its diversion efforts on the 
commercial sector, the schools and the multi-family sector. Though they saw 
voluntary diversion occurring during construction projects, they have realized that 
their construction and demolition program needs to be strengthened, and will be 
addressing that gap. In 1999, the City annexed 1,835 acres and in 2003 it annexed an 
additional 5,435 acres. These annexed areas include residential, commercial and large 
agricultural sectors. The City believes these areas, and misallocation of wastes related 
to them, have had an impact on the increased disposal, so their Plan of Correction is 
intended to primarily focus attention on the annexed areas. However, because those 
programs may also suitable be for the remainder of the City, the City will be prudent 
and include those areas in the expanded efforts as necessary. For example, two of the 
overlapping areas include increased on-site collection of recycling in the commercial 
sector and increased construction and demolition diversion. The proposed Plan of 
Correction addresses the need to develop a better understanding of the waste 
generation activities of the annexed areas and what is needed to respond to those 
activities. The plan will implement an improved response to the increased 
construction resulting from commercial and residential growth, including 
documentation and possible diversion of self-haul; and expansion of the commercial 
on-site collection of recyclables. In addition, the City has stated that if the 
commercial recycling results are less than expected, they will negotiate with the 
hauler to expand commercial recycling so there will be improved results. 

The Plan of Correction appears to be reasonable course of action considering the 
growth and possible disposal misallocation issues facing the City. The City also 
believes that because of changes over the past four years in the City, the current 1990 
base year may not accurately reflect current waste generation conditions and they are 
considering conducting a generation study to establish a new base year. 

Board staff has conducted an assessment of the City's current program 
implementation and its relationship to the City's waste stream, including a program 
review site visit in 2002. Based on that assessment, staff believes the City's current 
programs mostly target the City's residential sector. Additional programs have been 
included in the Plan of Correction that will assist to capture more of the non-
residential sector's waste, i.e., construction and demolition waste and multifamily 
waste. As the diversion programs proposed by the City in its Plan of Correction will 
be targeting this sector, staff believes the proposed programs are appropriate. 

Based on Board staff's understanding of the relevant circumstances in the City that 
contributed to its need for an extension, Board staff believes the City's proposed Plan of 
Correction that targets its commercial waste stream to be a reasonable plan. 
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Section IV-A in Attachment 1 is the City’s Plan of Correction that meets the above 
requirements.  A complete listing of diversion programs the City’s is currently 
implementing is provided in Attachment 2.  
 
Staff analysis:   

The City has been working with the residential and commercial sectors to implement 
diversion programs such as curbside recycling, grasscycling, and outreach programs. 
However, it has seen the need to increase the focus of its diversion efforts on the 
commercial sector, the schools and the multi-family sector. Though they saw 
voluntary diversion occurring during construction projects, they have realized that 
their construction and demolition program needs to be strengthened, and will be 
addressing that gap.  In 1999, the City annexed 1,835 acres and in 2003 it annexed an 
additional 5,435 acres. These annexed areas include residential, commercial and large 
agricultural sectors. The City believes these areas, and misallocation of wastes related 
to them, have had an impact on the increased disposal, so their Plan of Correction is 
intended to primarily focus attention on the annexed areas. However, because those 
programs may also suitable be for the remainder of the City, the City will be prudent 
and include those areas in the expanded efforts as necessary. For example, two of the 
overlapping areas include increased on-site collection of recycling in the commercial 
sector and increased construction and demolition diversion. The proposed Plan of 
Correction addresses the need to develop a better understanding of the waste 
generation activities of the annexed areas and what is needed to respond to those 
activities.  The plan will implement an improved response to the increased 
construction resulting from commercial and residential growth, including 
documentation and possible diversion of self-haul; and expansion of the commercial 
on-site collection of recyclables.  In addition, the City has stated that if the 
commercial recycling results are less than expected, they will negotiate with the 
hauler to expand commercial recycling so there will be improved results.  
 
The Plan of Correction appears to be reasonable course of action considering the 
growth and possible disposal misallocation issues facing the City. The City also 
believes that because of changes over the past four years in the City, the current 1990 
base year may not accurately reflect current waste generation conditions and they are 
considering conducting a generation study to establish a new base year. 

 
Board staff has conducted an assessment of the City’s current program 
implementation and its relationship to the City’s waste stream, including a program 
review site visit in 2002.  Based on that assessment, staff believes the City’s current 
programs mostly target the City’s residential sector. Additional programs have been 
included in the Plan of Correction that will assist to capture more of the non-
residential sector’s waste, i.e., construction and demolition waste and multifamily 
waste. As the diversion programs proposed by the City in its Plan of Correction will 
be targeting this sector, staff believes the proposed programs are appropriate.   

 
Based on Board staff’s understanding of the relevant circumstances in the City that 
contributed to its need for an extension, Board staff believes the City’s proposed Plan of 
Correction that targets its commercial waste stream to be a reasonable plan. 
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Justification for time extension request: 
Section IIIA-2 (in Attachment 1) addresses the City's need for the amount of time requested. 
The City needs this time to undertake a detailed analysis of waste disposal and recycling 
activity in both the 1999 and 2003 annexed areas. The City will use the time to accurately 
identify the degree to which the annexations have increased the waste generated within 
the expanded city limits and will be conducting a trend analysis covering the past several 
years as part of that process.. The City and its franchised waste hauler are enhancing 
waste diversion programs to concentrate on documenting waste disposal and interacting 
with all large waste generators in the newly annexed areas to enhance recycling efforts. 
The City of Chino staff will also be working with the CIWMB on the appropriate steps 
necessary to establish a new base year. 
Staff analysis: The one-year time extension requested by the City seems reasonable since 
sufficient time is necessary not only to implement programs, but also to determine what 
additional adjustments are necessary to those programs as the City proceeds with the 
analysis of the newly annexed areas. 

Primary barriers: 
Section IIIA-1 (of Attachment 1) addresses the primary barriers that have prevented the 
City from earlier implementation. 

Primary barriers that have prevented the City from earlier implementation include: 
• The City of Chino has continued to implement the programs identified in its SRRE 

and has made adjustments to maintain these programs. However, the City's diversion 
rate fell to 47 percent in 2001 (84,279 tons landfilled) and 44 percent in 2002 (92,486 
tons landfilled). Most of the increased tonnage is due to the City's annexation of 
major portions of the Chino Agriculture/Dairy Preserve. The City annexed 1,810 
acres in June 1999, increasing its geographical area from about 18.4 square miles to 
21.4 square miles (16 percent increase). An additional 5,435 acres were annexed in 
July 2003, increasing the City's size to 29.9 square miles. Together, the two 
annexations have increased the City's size by 63 percent in four years. 

• Based on a preliminary staff analysis, it took a few years for all of the waste generated in 
the area annexed in 1999 to be reported as originating from the City of Chino. On the 
other hand, the increased tonnage reported in 2002 indicates that some waste generators 
may have anticipated the second annexation and changed their disposal reporting practices 
early. According to City planning staff, there has been a fair amount of site clearance and 
preparation on several properties transitioning away from dairy use, which also may have 
contributed to some of the growth in reported disposal tonnage. 

• City staff are attempting to determine if any waste generated in the portions of the 
Agricultural Preserve that are part of the City of Ontario and Riverside County may 
have been incorrectly attributed to Chino in 2001 and 2002. 

• The City of Chino's diversion rate was also negatively impacted in 2001 and 2002 by 
an economic downturn. The City has greatly expanded its commercial/retail sector 
and has used jurisdiction-specific taxable sales data in its annual reports. Taxable 
sales declined significantly in 2001 and had only partially rebounded in 2002. The 
City's diversion rate would have been over 50 percent in 2001 if its taxable sales had 
remained at 2000 levels. It also should be noted that the City's retail growth has not 
been adequately accounted for in the disposal adjustment formula. Taxable sales 
growth has been used in the adjustment formula, but employment data is only readily 
accessible at the county level. 
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Justification for time extension request: 
Section IIIA-2 (in Attachment 1) addresses the City’s need for the amount of time requested.   
The City needs this time to undertake a detailed analysis of waste disposal and recycling 
activity in both the 1999 and 2003 annexed areas. The City will use the time to accurately 
identify the degree to which the annexations have increased the waste generated within 
the expanded city limits and will be conducting a trend analysis covering the past several 
years as part of that process..  The City and its franchised waste hauler are enhancing 
waste diversion programs to concentrate on documenting waste disposal and interacting 
with all large waste generators in the newly annexed areas to enhance recycling efforts. 
The City of Chino staff will also be working with the CIWMB on the appropriate steps 
necessary to establish a new base year. 
Staff analysis:  The one-year time extension requested by the City seems reasonable since 
sufficient time is necessary not only to implement programs, but also to determine what 
additional adjustments are necessary to those programs as the City proceeds with the 
analysis of the newly annexed areas.  

 
Primary barriers: 
Section IIIA-1 (of Attachment 1) addresses the primary barriers that have prevented the 
City from earlier implementation.  
 
Primary barriers that have prevented the City from earlier implementation include: 
• The City of Chino has continued to implement the programs identified in its SRRE 

and has made adjustments to maintain these programs.  However, the City's diversion 
rate fell to 47 percent in 2001 (84,279 tons landfilled) and 44 percent in 2002 (92,486 
tons landfilled).   Most of the increased tonnage is due to the City's annexation of 
major portions of the Chino Agriculture/Dairy Preserve. The City annexed 1,810 
acres in June 1999, increasing its geographical area from about 18.4 square miles to 
21.4 square miles (16 percent increase).  An additional 5,435 acres were annexed in 
July 2003, increasing the City's size to 29.9 square miles. Together, the two 
annexations have increased the City's size by 63 percent in four years. 

• Based on a preliminary staff analysis, it took a few years for all of the waste generated in 
the area annexed in 1999 to be reported as originating from the City of Chino.  On the 
other hand, the increased tonnage reported in 2002 indicates that some waste generators 
may have anticipated the second annexation and changed their disposal reporting practices 
early.  According to City planning staff, there has been a fair amount of site clearance and 
preparation on several properties transitioning away from dairy use, which also may have 
contributed to some of the growth in reported disposal tonnage.   

• City staff are attempting to determine if any waste generated in the portions of the 
Agricultural Preserve that are part of the City of Ontario and Riverside County may 
have been incorrectly attributed to Chino in 2001 and 2002. 

• The City of Chino's diversion rate was also negatively impacted in 2001 and 2002 by 
an economic downturn. The City has greatly expanded its commercial/retail sector 
and has used jurisdiction-specific taxable sales data in its annual reports.  Taxable 
sales declined significantly in 2001 and had only partially rebounded in 2002.  The 
City's diversion rate would have been over 50 percent in 2001 if its taxable sales had 
remained at 2000 levels.  It also should be noted that the City's retail growth has not 
been adequately accounted for in the disposal adjustment formula.  Taxable sales 
growth has been used in the adjustment formula, but employment data is only readily 
accessible at the county level.  
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Staff analysis: 
The barriers that have resulted in the request for the TE appear to be reasonable. It 
appears that the City may not have anticipated, and therefore was not prepared for the 
consequences of residential and commercial growth occurring in the City, including 
consequences of the two annexations. It appears that one of the results is that the existing 
programs could not quite meet the needs of the changes and understanding what they 
were and how to meet them will be one of the challenges for the City. The City's 
population increased from 66,700 in 2000 to 69,100 in 2002. During the same time 
period, its disposal increased from 84,545 tons in 2000, to 92, 846 tons in 2002. 
Currently, the City hasn't determined whether or not the increased disposal has been the 
result of misallocation of wastes; however, it is a possibility. The City understands the 
importance of reviewing the quarterly disposal reports to determine instances of 
misallocation and the need to correct misallocation amounts. 

In addition, PRC Section 41820(d) directs Board staff to provide technical assistance to a 
City that requests assistance in meeting the diversion requirements, such as identifying model 
policies and programs implemented by other jurisdictions of similar size, geography, and 
demographic mix. Lastly, a jurisdiction with a Board-approved time extension is required to 
include a summary of its progress in complying with its plan of correction in each annual 
report that is due prior to the end of the time extension [per PRC Section 41821(b)(5)]. Staff 
recommends the City also be required to submit a six month progress report, as well as a 
final report with the annual report at the end of the extension. 

3. Findings 
Staff has determined that the Board may grant the requested Time Extension because 
it meets the requirements of PRC Section 41820; specifically: 
• The jurisdiction has submitted all required planning elements. 
• The jurisdiction is making a good faith effort to implement the programs 

identified in its SRRE. 
• The jurisdiction has submitted a plan of correction demonstrating that it will meet 

the diversion requirements by the time the extension expires including: the 
programs that it will expand or start implementing, the dates of implementation, 
and the means of funding. 

A comprehensive list of the City's SRRE-selected and implemented diversion 
programs is provided in Attachment 2. Because of the City's efforts to-date and its 
plans for expanding those efforts to reach the 50 percent diversion requirement as 
outlined in its Plan of Correction, staff is recommending approval of the City's time 
extension application. 

B. Environmental Issues 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any environmental issues related 
to this item. 

C. Program/Long Term Impacts 
Allowing the City more time to implement diversion programs will help to increase 
waste diversion, both locally and statewide. 
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Staff analysis:  
The barriers that have resulted in the request for the TE appear to be reasonable. It 
appears that the City may not have anticipated, and therefore was not prepared for the 
consequences of residential and commercial growth occurring in the City, including 
consequences of the two annexations.  It appears that one of the results is that the existing 
programs could not quite meet the needs of the changes and understanding what they 
were and how to meet them will be one of the challenges for the City. The City’s 
population increased from 66,700 in 2000 to 69,100 in 2002. During the same time 
period, its disposal increased from 84,545 tons in 2000, to 92, 846 tons in 2002.  
Currently, the City hasn’t determined whether or not the increased disposal has been the 
result of misallocation of wastes; however, it is a possibility.  The City understands the 
importance of reviewing the quarterly disposal reports to determine instances of 
misallocation and the need to correct misallocation amounts.   

 
In addition, PRC Section 41820(d) directs Board staff to provide technical assistance to a 
City that requests assistance in meeting the diversion requirements, such as identifying model 
policies and programs implemented by other jurisdictions of similar size, geography, and 
demographic mix.  Lastly, a jurisdiction with a Board-approved time extension is required to 
include a summary of its progress in complying with its plan of correction in each annual 
report that is due prior to the end of the time extension [per PRC Section 41821(b)(5)].  Staff 
recommends the City also be required to submit a six month progress report, as well as a 
final report with the annual report at the end of the extension.  

 
3.  Findings

Staff has determined that the Board may grant the requested Time Extension because 
it meets the requirements of PRC Section 41820; specifically: 
• The jurisdiction has submitted all required planning elements. 
• The jurisdiction is making a good faith effort to implement the programs 

identified in its SRRE. 
• The jurisdiction has submitted a plan of correction demonstrating that it will meet 

the diversion requirements by the time the extension expires including: the 
programs that it will expand or start implementing, the dates of implementation, 
and the means of funding. 

 
A comprehensive list of the City’s SRRE-selected and implemented diversion 
programs is provided in Attachment 2.  Because of the City’s efforts to-date and its 
plans for expanding those efforts to reach the 50 percent diversion requirement as 
outlined in its Plan of Correction, staff is recommending approval of the City’s time 
extension application.   
 

B. Environmental Issues 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any environmental issues related 
to this item.  
 

C. Program/Long Term Impacts 
Allowing the City more time to implement diversion programs will help to increase 
waste diversion, both locally and statewide. 
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D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Allowing the City more time to implement new and expanding diversion programs 
and to measure the impact these newly expanded programs have had on diversion will 
assist the City in achieving the diversion requirement of PRC Section 41780. 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impact to the Board results from this item. 

F. Legal Issues 
As discussed above, this item represents the process for implementing PRC Section 
41820 that allows jurisdictions to petition for more time to implement additional 
diversion programs to achieve the 50 percent diversion requirement for 2000, and 
allows the Board the discretion to grant that time extension. 

G. Environmental Justice 
Community Setting. 

2000 Census Data — Demographics for City of Chino 
% White % Hispanic % Black %Native 

American 
%Asian %Pacific 

Islander 
%Other 

37.6 47.4 7.6 0.3 4.8 0.2 0.2 

2000 Census Data — Economic Data for City of Chino 
Median annual income* Mean (average) income* % individuals below poverty level 

55,401 63,052 8.3 

* Per household 

• Environmental Justice Issues. According 
are no environmental justice issues 

• Efforts at Environmental Justice 
a hotline and its web site to promote 
sectors. 

• Project Benefits. The expansion of 
increase the City's diversion rates. 

H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
This item supports Strategic Plan goal 
ability to reach and maintain California's 
(Assess and assist local governments' 
disposal, taking corrective action as 
implement programs and reduce disposal. 

This item also supports Strategic Plan 
to minimize the amount of waste generated, 
jurisdictions to ensure they meet and/or 
demonstrating staffs continual efforts 
and/or exceed the waste diversion 

in this community 
to the jurisdictional 

City uses 
residential 

listed 

(Support 

the 

(B) (Continue 
waste 

representative, 

brochures, newsletters, 
and commercial 

there 

will help to 

(D) 
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to 

reduction 
with 

by 
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recycling to all 
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2, objective 3 
waste diversion 

efforts to implement 
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D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Allowing the City more time to implement new and expanding diversion programs 
and to measure the impact these newly expanded programs have had on diversion will 
assist the City in achieving the diversion requirement of PRC Section 41780.   
 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impact to the Board results from this item.  
 

F. Legal Issues 
As discussed above, this item represents the process for implementing PRC Section 
41820 that allows jurisdictions to petition for more time to implement additional 
diversion programs to achieve the 50 percent diversion requirement for 2000, and 
allows the Board the discretion to grant that time extension. 
 

G. Environmental Justice 
Community Setting.   
 

2000 Census Data – Demographics for City of Chino 
% White % Hispanic % Black %Native 

American 
%Asian %Pacific 

Islander 
%Other 

37.6 47.4 7.6 0.3 4.8 0.2 0.2 

 
2000 Census Data – Economic Data for City of Chino 

Median annual income* Mean (average) income* % individuals below poverty level 

55,401 63,052 8.3 

* Per household 
 
• Environmental Justice Issues.  According to the jurisdictional representative, there 

are no environmental justice issues in this community. 
• Efforts at Environmental Justice Outreach.  The City uses brochures, newsletters, 

a hotline and its web site to promote recycling to all residential and commercial 
sectors. 

• Project Benefits.  The expansion of existing programs listed in this item will help to 
increase the City’s diversion rates. 

 
H. 2001 Strategic Plan 

This item supports Strategic Plan goal 2, objective 3 (Support local jurisdictions’ 
ability to reach and maintain California’s waste diversion mandates), strategy (D) 
(Assess and assist local governments’ efforts to implement programs and reduce 
disposal, taking corrective action as needed) by assessing the City’s efforts to 
implement programs and reduce disposal.  
 
This item also supports Strategic Plan goal 7, objective 1 (Promote source reduction 
to minimize the amount of waste generated, strategy (B) (Continue to work with 
jurisdictions to ensure they meet and/or exceed existing waste diversion mandates) by 
demonstrating staff’s continual efforts to work with jurisdictions to ensure they meet 
and/or exceed the waste diversion mandates. 
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VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
This item does not require any Board fiscal action. 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1. Program Listing for the City of Chino 
2. SB1066 Time Extension Application for the City of Chino 
3. Resolution Number 2005-68 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff: Rebecca Brown Phone: (916) 341-6680 
B. Legal Staff: Elliot Block Phone: (916) 341-6080 
C. Administrative Staff: NA Phone: NA 

IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION 
A. Support 
City of Chino 
B. Opposition 
Staff had not received any written opposition at the time this item was submitted for 
publication. 
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VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
This item does not require any Board fiscal action.  

 
VII. ATTACHMENTS 

1. Program Listing for the City of Chino  
2. SB1066 Time Extension Application for the City of Chino 
3. Resolution Number 2005-68 
 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A.  Program Staff:  Rebecca Brown                            Phone:  (916) 341-6680 
B.  Legal Staff:  Elliot Block       Phone:  (916) 341-6080 
C.  Administrative Staff:  NA                             Phone:   NA 
 

IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION  
A. Support 
City of Chino 
B. Opposition 
Staff had not received any written opposition at the time this item was submitted for 
publication.  
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Program Listing for Date Printed 

Chino January 25,2005 

Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998 1999  2000  2001  2002  
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

1000-SR-XGC N N 1999 NA NA NA NA Al AO AO AO 
Xeriscaping/Grasscycling 

1010-SR-BCM N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO D 99 DE 99 DE 99 
Backyard and On-Site Composting/Mulching 

1020-SR-BWR Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Business Waste Reduction Program 

1030-SR-PMT Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Procurement 

1050-SR-GOV Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Government Source Reduction Programs 

1060-SR-MTE Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Material Exchange, Thrift Shops 

2000-RC-CRB Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Residential Curbside 

2010-RC-DRP Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Residential Drop-Off 

2020-RC-BYB Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Residential Buy-Back 

2030-RC-OSP Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Commercial On-Site Pickup 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 
or 

4 = Insufficient funding. 
5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 

Board Meeting      Agenda Item 10 
March 15-16, 2005     Attachment 1 
 Office of Local Assistance Page 1   
 Program Listing for Date Printed 
 Chino January 25,2005 

 Pre 1995 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ ------ 2001 ------ ------ 2002 ------ 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 1000-SR-XGC N N 1999 NA NA NA NA AI AO AO AO 
 Xeriscaping/Grasscycling 

 1010-SR-BCM N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO D 99 DE 99 DE 99 
 Backyard and On-Site Composting/Mulching 

 1020-SR-BWR Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Business Waste Reduction Program 

 1030-SR-PMT Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Procurement 

 1050-SR-GOV Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Government Source Reduction Programs 

 1060-SR-MTE Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Material Exchange, Thrift Shops 

 2000-RC-CRB Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Residential Curbside 

 2010-RC-DRP Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Residential Drop-Off 

 2020-RC-BYB Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Residential Buy-Back 

 2030-RC-OSP Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Commercial On-Site Pickup 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 

pplication:  PARIS            city was not incorporated or  

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut
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Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998  1999  2000  2001  2002  
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

2040-RC-SFH N N 2002 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Al 
Commercial Self-Haul 

2050-RC-SCH N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
School Recycling Programs 

2060-RC-GOV Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Government Recycling Programs 

2070-RC-SNL Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Special Collection Seasonal (regular) 

2080-RC-SPE N N 1994 AO AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
Special Collection Events 

3000-CM-RCG N Y 1999 PF 7 PF 7 PF 7 PF 99 SI SO SO SO 
Residential Curbside Greenwaste Collection 

3010-CM-RSG N Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Residential Self-haul Greenwaste 

3020-CM-COG N N 1999 NA NA NA NA Al AO AO AO 
Commercial On-Site Greenwaste Pick-up 

3030-CM-CSG N Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Commercial Self-Haul Greenwaste 

3060-CM-GOV Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Government Composting Programs 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 4 = Insufficient funding. 
or 5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 
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 Pre 1995 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ ------ 2001 ------ ------ 2002 ------ 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 2040-RC-SFH N N 2002 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA AI 
 Commercial Self-Haul 

 2050-RC-SCH N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 School Recycling Programs 

 2060-RC-GOV Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Government Recycling Programs 

 2070-RC-SNL Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Special Collection Seasonal (regular) 

 2080-RC-SPE N N 1994 AO AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
 Special Collection Events 

 3000-CM-RCG N Y 1999 PF 7 PF 7 PF 7 PF 99 SI SO SO SO 
 Residential Curbside Greenwaste Collection 

 3010-CM-RSG N Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Residential Self-haul Greenwaste 

 3020-CM-COG N N 1999 NA NA NA NA AI AO AO AO 
 Commercial On-Site Greenwaste Pick-up 

 3030-CM-CSG N Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Commercial Self-Haul Greenwaste 

 3060-CM-GOV Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Government Composting Programs 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 

pplication:  PARIS            city was not incorporated or  

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut
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Chino January 25,2005 

Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998  1999  2000  2001  2002  
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

4010-SP-SLG N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Sludge (sewage/industrial) 

4020-SP-TRS N Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Tires 

4030-SP-WHG Y Y 1986 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
White Goods 

4040-SP-SCM Y Y 1991 SO 99 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Scrap Metal 

4050-SP-WDW Y Y 1986 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Wood Waste 

4060-SP-CAR Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Concrete/Asphalt/Rubble 

5000-ED-ELC Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Electronic (radio ,TV, web, hotlines) 

5010-ED-PRN Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Print (brochures, flyers, guides, news articles) 

5020-ED-OUT N Y 1993 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Outreach (tech assistance, presentations, awards, 
fairs, field trips) 

5030-ED-SCH Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Schools (education and curriculum) 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 
or 

4 = Insufficient funding. 
5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 
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 Pre 1995 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ ------ 2001 ------ ------ 2002 ------ 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 4010-SP-SLG N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Sludge (sewage/industrial) 

 4020-SP-TRS N Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Tires 

 4030-SP-WHG Y Y 1986 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 White Goods 

 4040-SP-SCM Y Y 1991 SO 99 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Scrap Metal 

 4050-SP-WDW Y Y 1986 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Wood Waste 

 4060-SP-CAR Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Concrete/Asphalt/Rubble 

 5000-ED-ELC Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Electronic (radio ,TV, web, hotlines) 

 5010-ED-PRN Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Print (brochures, flyers, guides, news articles) 

 5020-ED-OUT N Y 1993 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Outreach (tech assistance, presentations, awards,  
 fairs, field trips) 

 5030-ED-SCH Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Schools (education and curriculum) 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
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Pre 1995  1995  1996  1997  1998  1999  2000 2001 2002  
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

6000-PI-PLB N Y NA NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 
Product and Landfill Bans 

6010-PI-EIN Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Economic Incentives 

6020-PI-ORD N Y NA NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 PF 99 PF 
Ordinances 

7000-FR-MRF Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
MRF 

7010-FR-LAN Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO D 99 SI SO SO 
Landfill 

7020-FR-TST N N 1999 NA NA NA NA Al AO AO AO 
Transfer Station 

7030-FR-CMF N Y 1993 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Composting Facility 

7040-FR-ADC Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Alternative Daily Cover 

8010-TR-BIO Y Y 1991 D 99 DE DE DE DE DE 4, 5, 6, 7 DE 4, 5, 6, 7 DE 7 
Biomass 

9000-HH-PMF Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Permanent Facility 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected 

1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 

AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned 
M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program 
or 

Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
did not exist 4 = Insufficient funding. 

5 = Insufficient staffing. 
Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 

city 
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 Pre 1995 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ ------ 2001 ------ ------ 2002 ------ 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 6000-PI-PLB N Y NA NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 
 Product and Landfill Bans 

 6010-PI-EIN Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Economic Incentives 

 6020-PI-ORD N Y NA NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 PF 99 PF 
 Ordinances 

 7000-FR-MRF Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 MRF 

 7010-FR-LAN Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO D 99 SI SO SO 
 Landfill 

 7020-FR-TST N N 1999 NA NA NA NA AI AO AO AO 
 Transfer Station 

 7030-FR-CMF N Y 1993 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Composting Facility 

 7040-FR-ADC Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Alternative Daily Cover 

 8010-TR-BIO Y Y 1991 D 99 DE DE DE DE DE 4, 5, 6, 7 DE 4, 5, 6, 7 DE 7 
 Biomass 

 9000-HH-PMF Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Permanent Facility 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 

pplication:  PARIS            city was not incorporated or  

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut
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Office of Local Assistance Page 5 

Program Listing for Date Printed 

Chino January 25,2005 

Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998  1999  2000  2001  2002  
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

9010-HH-MPC Y Y 1991 D 7 DE 7 DE DE DE DE 7 DE 7 DE 7 
Mobile or Periodic Collection 

9020-H H-CSC N Y 1993 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Curbside Collection 

9040-HH-EDP Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Education Programs 

Add any additional programs below 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 4 = Insufficient funding. 
or 5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 
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 Program Listing for Date Printed 
 Chino January 25,2005 

 Pre 1995 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ ------ 2001 ------ ------ 2002 ------ 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 9010-HH-MPC Y Y 1991 D 7 DE 7 DE DE DE DE 7 DE 7 DE 7 
 Mobile or Periodic Collection 

 9020-HH-CSC N Y 1993 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Curbside Collection 

 9040-HH-EDP Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Education Programs 

Add any additional programs below 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 

pplication:  PARIS            city was not incorporated or  

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut
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_. 
(TE) or Alternative Diversion Requirement (ADR), please Com pieta tirij An this request 

of Local Assistance (OLA) representative at the address below, along with any additional 
staff. When all documentation has been received, your OLA representative will work with 

before the Board. If you have any questions about this process, please call (916) 
your OLA representative. 

Waste Management Board 
(MS 26) 

Sections I, II, Ill-A, 1V-A, and V. 

Requirement complete Sections I, II, Ill-B, IV-13 and V. 

To request a lime Extendsn 
sheet and return it to your Office 
information requested by OLA 
you to prepare for your appearance 
341-6199 to be connected to 

Mail completed documents to: 

California Integrated 
Office of Local Assistance, 
1001 I Street 
PO Box 4025 
Sacramento CA 95812-4025 

General Instructions: 

For a Time Extension complete 
For an Alternative Diversion 

Section I: Jurisdiction Information and Certification 
All respondents must complete this section. 

I certify under penalty of perjury that the information in this document is true 
and that I am authorized to make this certification on behalf of:  

and correct to the best of my knowledge, 

Jurisdiction Name 

City of Chino 

County 

San Bernardino 

.1. 

Authorized Signature 

Glen Rojas RA--,-.  
The 

City Manager  

Type/Print Name of Person Signing 

Glen Rojas 

Date 

01/10/2005 

Phone 

(909) 591-9800 

Person Completing This Form (please print or type) 

Marcia Godwin 

The 

Consultant, City of Chino 

Phone 

(909)464-0758 

E-mail Address 

mrsodwisigcityofchino.org  

Fax 

(909)591-6829 

. 
Mailing Address 

13220 Central Avenue 

City 

Chino 

State 

CA 

ZIP Code 

91710 
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Section II—Cover Sheet 

This cover sheet is to be completed for each Time Extension (TE) or Alternative Diversion 
Requirement (ADR) requested. 

1. Eligibility 
Has your jurisdiction filed its Source Reduction and Recycling Element, Household Hazardous Waste 
Element, and Nondisposal Facility Element with the Board (must have been filed by July 1, 1998 if you are 
requesting an ADR)? 

❑ No. If no, stop; not eligible for a TE or ADR. 

►/ Yes. If yes, then eligible for a TE or ADR. 

2. Specific Request and Length of Request 

Please specify the request desired. 

Time Extension Request 

Specific years requested December 31, 2005 _to 

Is this a second request? No ❑ Yes Specific years requested. _ 
(Note: Requests for an additional extension will need to address why the jurisdiction's efforts to 
meet the 50% goal by the end of the first extension were not successful.) 

❑ Alternative Diversion Requirement Request (Not allowed for Regional Agencies). 

Specific ADR requested %, for the years_ . _ 

Is this a second ADR request? ❑ No ❑ Yes Specific ADR requested %, for the _ 
years _ 

(Note: Requests for an additional ADR will need to address why the jurisdiction's efforts to meet 
50% by the end of the first ADR period were not successful.) 

Note: Extensions may be requested anytime by a jurisdiction, but will only be effective in the years from 
January 1, 2000 to January 1, 2006. An original request for a TE/ADR may be granted for any period up to 
three years and subsequent requests for TE/ADR may extend the original request or be based on new 
circumstances but the total number of years for all requests cannot total more than five years or extend 
beyond January 1, 2006. 

Board Meeting
March 15-16, 2005

Agenda Item 10
     Attachment 2



Board Meeting Agenda Item 10 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 2 

Section !HA—TIME EXTENSION 

Within this section, discuss your jurisdiction's progress in implementing diversion programs that 
were planned to achieve 50%. Provide any additional information that demonstrates "good faith 
effort." The CIWMB shall determine your jurisdiction's progress in demonstrating "good faith 
effort" towards complying with AB 939. Note: The answers to each question should be 
comprehensive and provide specific details regarding the jurisdiction's situation. 

Attach additional sheets if necessary—please reference each response to the appropriate cell number (e.g., IIIA-1). 

1. Why does your jurisdiction need more time to meet the 50% goal? Describe why SRRE selected 
programs did not achieve 50% diversion. Identify barriers to meeting the 50% goal and briefly indicate 
how they will be overcome. 
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The City of Chino is a growing community with a mix of residential, agricultural, commercial, and industrial land 
uses. Historically, Chino's businesses have recycled large portions of their wood, cardboard, metal and 
construction/demolition debris. In addition, the City is the lead agency for the Chino Valley Recycling Market 
Development Zone. Four Chino companies had received loans as of October 2004 when the Zone designation 
was renewed and the Zone area expanded. The City of Chino has had strong residential recycling programs, 
active public education programs, and an award-winning household hazardous waste program. The City has a 
franchised waste hauler, Waste Management. Businesses may self-haul materials and contract with other 
recycling companies; this part of the waste stream tends to fluctuate, but is balanced by recycling activity. 

In 1998, the City of Chino received an adjustment to its 1990 base year reporting tonnage to accurately reflect 
actual self-haul waste generation (landfilled and recycled waste) originating from the City. While the waste 
disposal reports may have included some out-of-city waste, the City reported a diversion rate of 41% in its 1998 
Annual Report (88,022 tons landfilled). The CIWMB, during its first biennial review of Chino's programs, 
determined that the City had made good faith efforts to implement its Source Reduction and Recycling Element 
(SRRE) and had successfully implemented its Household Hazardous Waste Element (HHWE). 

The City achieved a recycling rate of 48% in 1999 (77,427 tons landfilled), largely due to the conversion of its 
existing curbside recycling program to an automated system and implementation of an automated green waste 
collection program. In 2000, the first full year of the new system, the City achieved a diversion rate of 53% 
(81,831 tons landfilled), which was later adjusted downward to 51%, apparently related to changes in reported 
disposal. In July 2002, the CIWMB accepted Chino's 1999/200 biennial review and confirmed that Chino had 
met the 50% diversion requirement. 

The City of Chino has continued to implement the programs identified in its SRRE and has made adjustments to 
maintain these programs. However, the City's diversion rate fell to 47% in 2001 (84,279 tons landfilled) and 
44% in 2002 (92,846 tons landfilled). Most of the increased tonnage is due to the City's annexation of major 
portions of the Chino Agriculture/Dairy Preserve. The City annexed 1,810 acres in June 1999, increasing its 
geographical area from about 18.4 square miles to 21.4 square miles (16% increase). An additional 5,435 
acres were annexed in July 2003, increasing the City's size to 29.9 square miles. Together, the two 
annexations have increased the City's size by 63% in four years. 

Based on a preliminary staff analysis, it took a few years for all of the waste generated in the area annexed in 1999 
to be reported as originating from the City of Chino. On the other hand, the increased tonnage reported in 2002 
indicates that some waste generators may have anticipated the second annexation and changed their disposal 
reporting practices early. According to City planning staff, there has been a fair amount of site clearance and 
preparation on several properties transitioning away from dairy use, which also may have contributed to some 
of the growth in reported disposal tonnage. Finally, City staff are attempting to determine if any waste 
generated in the portions of the Agricultural Preserve that are part of the City of Ontario and Riverside County 
may have been incorrectly attributed to Chino in 2001 and 2002. 

The City of Chino's diversion rate was also negatively impacted in 2001 and 2002 by an economic downturn. The 
City has greatly expanded its commercial/retail sector and has used jurisdiction-specific taxable sales data in its 
annual reports. Taxable sales declined significantly in 2001 and had only partially rebounded in 2002. The 
City's diversion rate would have been over 50% in 2001 if its taxable sales had remained at 2000 levels. It also 
should be noted that the City's retail growth has not been adequately accounted for in the disposal adjustment 
formula. Taxable sales growth has been used in the adjustment formula, but employment data is only readily 
accessible at the county level. 

In this SB 1066 Time Extension Request, the City of Chino is proposing to enhance several waste diversion 
programs and to concentrate on documenting waste disposal and recycling activity in the newly annexed areas. 
The City and its franchised waste hauler are analyzing records and interacting with all large waste generators in 
the newly annexed areas to enhance recycling efforts. The City of Chino will be conducting a New Base Year 
Study. The City will also be researching the availability of more jurisdiction-based employment adjustment 
factors. No other significant barriers to achieving and maintaining a diversion rate of at least 50% have been 
identified. 

2. Why does your jurisdiction need the amount of time requested? Describe any relevant circumstances in 
the jurisdiction that contribute to the need for a Time Extension. 
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Because of the City of Chino's successful implementation of programs in its SRRE and achievement of the 50% 
diversion goal in 2000, it was not initially apparent that the 1999 annexation would have a delayed impact on 
the City's reported waste disposal. The delays between disposal years and when adjustment factor data are 
reported by state agencies also have made it difficult to estimate diversion rates. Now, with a trend analysis 
spanning several years, it will be possible to accurately identify the degree to which the annexations have 
increased the waste generated within the expanded city limits of the City of Chino. 

The time extension is requested so that the City of Chino can undertake a detailed analysis of waste disposal and 
recycling activity in both the 1999 and 2003 annexed areas. As discussed above, these annexations have 
increased the City's size by 63%. The areas include a county-owned regional park, state correctional facility, 
golf course, a large number of dairies, and properties being prepared for development. Many, if not all, of the 
larger waste generators, recycle large percentages of their wastes. City of Chino staff will work with the 
CIWMB on the appropriate steps necessary to conduct a New Base Year study modify its base year. The City 
is also researching more jurisdiction-based employment adjustment factors. In addition, the City and its 
franchised waste hauler are enhancing waste diversion programs. 

3. Describe your jurisdiction's Good Faith Efforts to implement the programs in its SRRE. 

The City of Chino has continued to implement the diversion programs identified in its SRRE, as documented in 
previous annual reports and through its achievement of a 53% diversion rate in 2000, before annexation activity 
and an economic downturn negatively impacted the calculated diversion rate. As documented in its 2001 and 
2002 Annual Reports, the City of Chino has implemented a full range of SRRE and HHWE programs. Compared to 
2001, curbside recycling tonnage increased by 6% and Asphalt/Concrete/Rubble diversion increased 68% (914 to 
1537 tons) in 2002. The CIWMB has accepted the City's compliance with HHW requirements and the City of Chino 
is expected to fully meet waste diversion requirements after adjustments are made to account for the recent 
annexations. 
In addition, the City and its franchised waste hauler are enhancing existing waste diversion programs and are 
conducting outreach activities to commercial businesses and properties in the newly annexed areas. The City has 
provisions in its contract with its franchised waste hauler requiring residential, multi-family, and commercial/ 
industrial recycling programs. The contract also requires public education activities and has an AB939 
indemnification clause. 
4. Provide any additional relevant information that supports the request. 

Not applicable. 
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Section IIIB—ALTERNATIVE DIVERSION REQUIREMENT 

Within this section, discuss your jurisdiction's progress in implementing diversion programs that 
were planned to achieve 50%. Provide any additional information that demonstrates "good faith 
effort." The CIWMB shall determine your jurisdiction's efforts in demonstrating "good faith 
effort" towards complying with AB 939. Note: The answers to each question should be 
comprehensive and provide specific details regarding the jurisdiction's situation. 
Attach additional sheets if necessary—please reference each response to the appropriate cell number (e.g., IIIB-1.). 

1. Why does your jurisdiction need and Alternative Diversion Requirement? Describe why SRRE selected 
programs did not achieve 50% diversion. Identify barriers to meeting the 50% goal and briefly indicate how 
they will be overcome. 

2. Why is your jurisdiction requesting an Alternative Diversion Requirement in lieu of a Time Extension? 

3. Describe your jurisdiction's Good Faith Efforts to implement the programs in its SRRE. 

4. Describe any relevant circumstances in the jurisdiction that contribute to the need for an ADR. Provide 
any relevant information that supports the request. 
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Section IV A—PLAN OF CORRECTION 

A Plan of Correction is required by PRC Section 41820(a)(6)(B). The plan is fundamentally a 
description of the actions the jurisdiction will take to meet the 50% goal by the expiration of the Time 
Extension. 
Attach additional sheets if necessary. 

Residential % 34% Base Year Non-residential % 66% Base 

PROGRAM TYPE 

Please use the Board's 
Program Types. The 
Program Glossary is 
online at: 

www.ciwmb.ca.gov/ 
LGCentral/PARIS/Codes/ 
Reduce.htm 

NEW or 
EXPAND 

DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM 

DIVERSION  

FUNDING 
SOURCE 

DATE FULLY 
COMPLETED 

ESTIMATED 
PERCENT 

1000-SR-XGC Expand 

The City continues to practice grasscycling at City parks 
and facilities. The City and its franchised waste hauler 
are surveying a golf course and a county-owned 
regional park in an annexed area to determine their 
grasscycling diversion. In addition, 90% of the Chino 
Valley Unified School District's mowers mulch grass for 
grasscycling. These activities will be added to future 
Annual Reports. 

Franchise 
Waste 
Hauler/ 
School 
District 

06/30/2005 0 

2000-RC-CRB Expand 

The City's waste hauler is conducting a periodic review 
of multi-family accounts to determine whether additional 
complexes can be added to the curbside recycling 
program. In addition, several dairies in newly annexed 
areas have homes. The hauler is surveying properties 
in both the original city and the annexed areas. The 
hauler is working with these property owners to add 
appropriate residential and commercial recycling 
programs. Outreach activities to existing and new 
customers are proposed under Programs Supporting 
Diversion Activities. 

Franchise 
Waste 
Hauler/ 
Chino 
Sanitation 
Fund 

06/30/2005 1 

2010-RC-DRP Expand 

In May 2004, the City supported San Bernardino 
County's application to fund beverage container 
recycling at a county-owned park (Prado Park) in a 
newly annexed area. The City is also actively working 
with its waste hauler to determine whether additional 
diversion can be gained by additional advertising of 
recycling drop-off sites at the City's Household 
Hazardous Waste Collection Facility and the hauler's 
Chino location. 

Franchise 
Waste 
Hauler/ 
County/ 
Chino 
Sanitation 
Fund 

12/31/05 less than .5 

2030-RC-OSP (could also 
include 
3020-CM-COG) 

Expand 

The waste haulers recycling coordinator has been 
working for several months with the management of new 
shopping centers to set up commercial recycling 
programs and will be surveying other major commercial 
and industrial customers . The City and its waste hauler 
also are surveying non-residential accounts in the newly 
annexed areas and analyzing disposal reports to 
determine their current waste disposal and recycling 
practices. Initially, this program will be based upon the 
current refuse and recycling contract that requires 
commercial recycling opportunities to be offered to 
customers. This will be a major focus in the first part of 
2005 -- City and waste hauler staff are meeting in 
January 2005 to review account information and initiate 
this program. While we anticipate that diversion will be 
significantly increased from this program, the City will 
negotiate with its waste hauler to further expand 
commercial recycling if diversion is lower than expected. 

Chino 
Sanitation 
Fund/ 
Franchise 
Waste 
Hauler 

12/31/05 3 
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2050-RC-SCH Expand 

School recycling programs now have been implemented 
at all public schools, while earlier annual reports 
reported participation by only half of the schools. The 
description of this program will be updated in future 
Annual Reports. In addition, the City's waste hauler will 
be working with the seven private schools and Chaffey 
College satellite campus to implement recycling 
programs. 

Franchise 
Waste 
Hauler 

06/30/05 less than .5 

2090-RC-OTH 
(could also be coded as 
2040-RC-SFH and 3030- 
CM-CSG) 

New 

Construction/Demolition Debris and Self-Haul Outreach. 
Historically, non-residential waste generators have 
voluntarily recycled large portions of wood, metal, 
cardboard and construction/demolition debris. The City 
and its waste hauler will be surveying properties in 
newly annexed areas about their waste disposal and 
recycling practices. In addition, we will be determining 
the level of construction/demolition activity throughout 
the city and initiating outreach efforts to inform 
properties about recycling opportunities. As part of 
master planning of the newly annexed areas, City 
recycling and planning staff are analyzing the most 
effective way of ensuring and documenting diversion of 
construction and demolition debris without stifling 
voluntary recycling efforts. This may be done through 
additional outreach, additional requirements when 
permits are issued and/or a construction/ demolition 
debris ordinance. As with the city and hauler sponsored 
commercial recycling program, this effort wi►l be a major 
focus in the early part of 2005. Adoption and 
implementation are expected to be completed by the 
end of 2005. 

Chino 
Sanitation 
Fund/ 
Franchise 
Waste 
Hauler 

12/31/05 3 

Total Estimated Diversion Percent From New and/or Expanded Programs 
7 

Current Diversion Rate Percent From Latest Annual Report 44 

Total Planned Diversion Percent Estimated 51 

PROGRAMS SUPPORTING DIVERSION ACTIVITIES 

PROGRAM TYPE NEW or 
EXPANDED 

DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM DATE FULLY 
COMPLETED 

5010-ED-PRN Expand The City of Chino is revising its New Resident packet, which will 
include updated information on waste diversion programs. The 
City is also preparing public information to be distributed to 
residents and businesses in the newly annexed areas. Additional 
information will also be provided to new residents and businesses 
as different areas are developed. 

The City will be utilizing, at least annually, its utility billing insert 
and community newsletter programs to communicate the city's 
status in meeting its waste diversion goals and waste diversion 
opportunities. Web site information will also be updated. 

12/31/05 
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5020-ED-OUT Expand As discussed under Division Programs, the City and its waste 
hauler are undertaking a major outreach effort in the first part of 
2005 to waste generators in the newly annexed areas. Outreach 
efforts to multi-family, school, and larger non-residential accounts 
also are a priority for the first part of 2005. The existing refuse and 
recycling contract requires the hauler to offer individual waste 
audits where appropriate; City and waste hauler staff are meeting 
in January 2005 to plan this program in more detail. The City also 
annually works with hauler staff on its budget for public education 
materials; this budget will be reoriented towards the expanded 
diversion programs. 

The City of Chino is taking the lead role in documenting waste 
disposal and recycling activity in the newly annexed areas while 
the waste hauler is surveying its customers in those areas. (A 
small number of customers may be served by other haulers until 
the five-year notice period under state law expires in 2008 for the 
2003 annexation; the five year notice period expired in 2004 for 
the 1999 annexation.) The City is also taking the lead role in 
outreach activities related to self-hauled waste and 
construction/demolition debris. 

06/30/05 

5030-ED-SCH Expand Both public and private schools are being included in the outreach 
efforts. In addition, the City's Used Oil Recycling Program for 
2004-05 includes additional school outreach activities and 
presentations. 

06/30/05 

6030-PI-OTH New The City of Chino will be conducting a New Base Year study. It 
will focus on the 1999 and 2003 annexations that increased the 
geographical size of the City by over 60%, but will also include 
documentation of waste disposal and recycling activity within the 
original City boundaries. 

12/31/05 
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Section IV B—GOAL ACHIEVEMENT 

Goal Achievement describes the activities the jurisdiction will use to achieve the ADR. 
Attach additional sheets if necessary.. 

Residential % Non-residential % 

PROGRAM TYPE 

Please use the 
Board's Program 
Types. The Program 
Glossary is online at: 

www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LG  
Central/PARIS/Codes/ 
Reduce.htm 

NEW or 
EXPAND 

DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM 

DIVERSION  

FUNDING 
SOURCE 

DATE FULLY 
COMPLETED 

ESTIMATED 
PERCENT 

Total Estimated Diversion Percent From New and/or Expanded Programs 

Current Diversion Rate Percent From Latest Annual Report 

Total Planned Diversion Percent Estimated 

PROGRAMS SUPPORTING DIVERSION ACTIVITIES 

PROGRAM TYPE NEW or 
EXPAND 

DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM DATE FULLY 
COMPLETED 
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Section V — PARIS 

Office of Local Assistance staff will be reviewing your Jurisdiction's Planning Annual Report 
Information System (PARIS) database printout as part of the evaluation of your request. Should 
the Jurisdiction have updates or revisions to the program implementation from the latest Annual 
Report submitted to the Board, please attach to the application the Jurisdiction's 
printout showing updates or revisions. 

PARIS database 

Contact your Office of Local Assistance Representative at (916) 341-6199 for a copy of 
the Board's website at www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/PARIS/.  

PARIS, or go to 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-68 

Consideration Of The Application For A SB1066 Time Extension By The City Of Chino, San 
Bernardino County 

WHEREAS, Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 41825 requires the Board to review each City, County, 
and Regional Agency's (jurisdiction) Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE) at least once every 
two years; and 

WHEREAS, by conducting the Biennial Review in accordance with Title 14 California Code of 
Regulations Section 18772, the Board will determine if a jurisdiction has implemented its SRRE programs, 
and if a jurisdiction is meeting the diversion requirements as specified under PRC Section 41780; and 

WHEREAS, in 1997, Senate Bill (SB) 1066 modified PRC Section 41820 and Section 41785 for multiple 
year and multiple requests from jurisdictions for Time Extensions or Alternative Diversion Requirements in 
meeting the 50 percent diversion requirement; and 

WHEREAS, the Board developed an application intended to provide guidance on the information and 
documentation that is needed to meet the requirements identified in PRC Sections 41820 and 41785, and 
approved the application on May 23, 2000; and 

WHEREAS, based on the staff review of the SRRE for the City of Chino (City), Board staff found that the 
City has been implementing diversion programs but needs more time to achieve the 50 percent diversion 
requirement; and 

WHEREAS, the City has submitted the necessary information and documentation required in a completed 
SB1066 Time Extension application; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby accepts the City of Chino's SB 1066 
application for a time extension through December 31, 2005, to implement its SRRE and to meet the 50 
percent diversion requirement. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board directs the City of Chino to report 
on its progress in implementing its Plan of Correction by submitting a six month progress report, and a final 
report at the end of the extension. 

CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly 
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 

Dated: 

Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-68 

Consideration Of The Application For A SB1066 Time Extension By The City Of Chino, San 
Bernardino County 
 
WHEREAS, Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 41825 requires the Board to review each City, County, 
and Regional Agency’s (jurisdiction) Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE) at least once every 
two years; and 
 
WHEREAS, by conducting the Biennial Review in accordance with Title 14 California Code of 
Regulations Section 18772, the Board will determine if a jurisdiction has implemented its SRRE programs, 
and if a jurisdiction is meeting the diversion requirements as specified under PRC Section 41780; and 
 
WHEREAS, in 1997, Senate Bill (SB) 1066 modified PRC Section 41820 and Section 41785 for multiple 
year and multiple requests from jurisdictions for Time Extensions or Alternative Diversion Requirements in 
meeting the 50 percent diversion requirement; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Board developed an application intended to provide guidance on the information and 
documentation that is needed to meet the requirements identified in PRC Sections 41820 and 41785, and 
approved the application on May 23, 2000; and 
 
WHEREAS, based on the staff review of the SRRE for the City of Chino (City), Board staff found that the 
City has been implementing diversion programs but needs more time to achieve the 50 percent diversion 
requirement; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City has submitted the necessary information and documentation required in a completed 
SB1066 Time Extension application;  
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby accepts the City of Chino’s SB 1066 
application for a time extension through December 31, 2005, to implement its SRRE and to meet the 50 
percent diversion requirement. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board directs the City of Chino to report 
on its progress in implementing its Plan of Correction by submitting a six month progress report, and a final 
report at the end of the extension.  
 

CERTIFICATION 
 
The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly 
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 
 
Dated:   
 
 
 
Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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AGENDA ITEM 11 
ITEM 
Consideration Of A Second SB1066 Time Extension Application By The Following Jurisdictions: 
The City Of Ontario, San Bernardino County; And The City Of Santee, San Diego County 

I.  ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
The jurisdictions listed in this item have submitted a second Senate Bill (SB) 1066 Time 
Extension application to the California Integrated Waste Management Board (Board). 
Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 41820 allows a jurisdiction that has not achieved 
the diversion requirement of PRC Section 41780 to petition for one or more time 
extensions to meeting the 50 percent diversion requirement for a maximum of five years; 
no extensions may be effective beyond January 1, 2006. 

These jurisdictions' first SB1066 Time Extensions have ended, and despite their efforts 
to meet the timelines in their respective first Plan of Correction, they will need additional 
time to implement programs proposed in their first SB1066 Time Extension request, 
and/or additional programs. Staff's analysis of these second SB1066 Time Extension 
requests is that they are reasonable given the barriers the jurisdictions have faced, as 
explained in Attachments 1 and 2 of this item. 

II.  ITEM HISTORY 
The Board approved these jurisdictions' first SB1066 Time Extension requests at various 
Board meetings. 

III.  OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
1. The Board may approve the jurisdictions' applications as submitted for a second 

extension to the 50 percent diversion requirement on the basis of their good faith 
efforts to-date to implement their first Plan of Correction and plans for future 
implementation. 

2. The Board may approve the jurisdictions' applications as may be modified by the 
jurisdictions at the Board meeting. 

3. The Board may approve the jurisdictions' applications as submitted but also make 
recommendations for one or more jurisdictions to implement alternative programs 
that it believes should be added to the new Plan of Correction for it to be successful. 

4. The Board may make recommendations for the implementation of alternative 
programs that it believes one or more jurisdictions should add for their new Plan of 
Correction to be successful, and continue the item to the next Board meeting to allow 
the jurisdiction(s) time to revise its/their application. 

5. The Board may disapprove one or more jurisdiction's application and allow the 
jurisdiction(s) to revise and resubmit the application based on the Board's specified 
reasons for disapproval. 

6. The Board may disapprove one or more jurisdiction's application and direct staff to 
commence the process to issue a compliance order because the Board's specified 
reasons for disapproval cannot be addressed by a revised application. 
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ITEM 
Consideration Of A Second SB1066 Time Extension Application By The Following Jurisdictions: 
The City Of Ontario, San Bernardino County; And The City Of Santee, San Diego County 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
The jurisdictions listed in this item have submitted a second Senate Bill (SB) 1066 Time 
Extension application to the California Integrated Waste Management Board (Board).  
Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 41820 allows a jurisdiction that has not achieved 
the diversion requirement of PRC Section 41780 to petition for one or more time 
extensions to meeting the 50 percent diversion requirement for a maximum of five years; 
no extensions may be effective beyond January 1, 2006.  
 
These jurisdictions’ first SB1066 Time Extensions have ended, and despite their efforts 
to meet the timelines in their respective first Plan of Correction, they will need additional 
time to implement programs proposed in their first SB1066 Time Extension request, 
and/or additional programs.  Staff’s analysis of these second SB1066 Time Extension 
requests is that they are reasonable given the barriers the jurisdictions have faced, as 
explained in Attachments 1 and 2 of this item. 
 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
The Board approved these jurisdictions’ first SB1066 Time Extension requests at various 
Board meetings.  
 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
1. The Board may approve the jurisdictions’ applications as submitted for a second 

extension to the 50 percent diversion requirement on the basis of their good faith 
efforts to-date to implement their first Plan of Correction and plans for future 
implementation. 

2. The Board may approve the jurisdictions’ applications as may be modified by the 
jurisdictions at the Board meeting. 

3. The Board may approve the jurisdictions’ applications as submitted but also make 
recommendations for one or more jurisdictions to implement alternative programs 
that it believes should be added to the new Plan of Correction for it to be successful. 

4. The Board may make recommendations for the implementation of alternative 
programs that it believes one or more jurisdictions should add for their new Plan of 
Correction to be successful, and continue the item to the next Board meeting to allow 
the jurisdiction(s) time to revise its/their application.   

5. The Board may disapprove one or more jurisdiction’s application and allow the 
jurisdiction(s) to revise and resubmit the application based on the Board’s specified 
reasons for disapproval. 

6. The Board may disapprove one or more jurisdiction’s application and direct staff to 
commence the process to issue a compliance order because the Board’s specified 
reasons for disapproval cannot be addressed by a revised application. 
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IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff 
time 

V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key 

recommends the Board 

Plan of 

Findings 

(PRC) 

the 50 
effective 

further 

in this 
more 

barriers 
certain 

includes 

analysis 

as submitted 

of 

a request 
the implementation 

shall 

implement 

Time Extension 

programs 

adopt 

Correction 

Section 
PRC 
percent 

provides 
for 

a request 

item 
time to 
programs, 

programs, 

upon the 

beyond 

preclude 

encountered 

a discussion 

option No. 1: approve each jurisdiction's second SB1066 
on the basis of their good faith efforts to-date to 

and their plans for future program implementation. 

41820 allows a jurisdiction that has not achieved 
Section 41780 to petition for one or more time 

diversion requirement for a maximum of five years; 
January 1, 2006 (PRC Section 41820). 

that: 
an extension, the board may make specific 

of alternative programs. 
the board from disapproving any request for 

for an extension, the board shall specify its 

have submitted a second SB1066 Time Extension 
either: 

during the first TE that kept them from 
or 

programs in their first Plan of Correction. 

applications address all of the requirements of a 
as to why the jurisdiction needs additional time 

listed in their second Plan of Correction. 

information below. 

an 

SB 1066 
to 

implement 

1. Background 

extension request 
their first 

Issues and 

Public Resources Code 
the diversion requirement 
extensions to meeting 
no extensions may be 

PRC Section 41820(b) 
"(1) When considering 
recommendations for 
(2) Nothing in this section 
extension. 
(3) If the board disapproves 
reasons for the disapproval." 

The jurisdictions listed 
application requesting 

• implement additional 
• overcome the 

implementing 
• expand or fully 

The second SB1066 
application and each 
implement the diversion 

2. Basis for staffs 
Staff's analysis is based 

Existing Jurisdiction Conditions: 

Preliminary Diversion Rates 
(Percent) 

Key Jurisdiction Conditions 
Report Year Waste Stream Data 

Jurisdiction Base 
Year 

2000 2001 2002 Pounds waste 
generated per 
person per day 
(ppd) 

Population 
(2002) 

Non-Residential 
Waste Stream 
Percentage 

Residential 
Waste 
Stream 
Percentage 

Ontario 1990 37% 43% 45% 13.52 163,100 73% 27% 
Santee 1990 33% 36% 47% 9.61 53,500 72% 28% 

* This is a preliminary default diversion rate. The City has not yet submitted their official 2003 
Annual Report. 
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IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends the Board adopt option No. 1:  approve each jurisdiction’s second SB1066 
time extension request as submitted on the basis of their good faith efforts to-date to 
implement their first Plan of Correction and their plans for future program implementation. 
 

V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 
1.  Background 
Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 41820 allows a jurisdiction that has not achieved 
the diversion requirement of PRC Section 41780 to petition for one or more time 
extensions to meeting the 50 percent diversion requirement for a maximum of five years; 
no extensions may be effective beyond January 1, 2006 (PRC Section 41820).   

 
PRC Section 41820(b) further provides that: 
“(1) When considering a request for an extension, the board may make specific 
recommendations for the implementation of alternative programs. 
(2) Nothing in this section shall preclude the board from disapproving any request for an 
extension. 
(3)  If the board disapproves a request for an extension, the board shall specify its 
reasons for the disapproval.” 
 
The jurisdictions listed in this item have submitted a second SB1066 Time Extension 
application requesting more time to either: 

• implement additional programs, 
• overcome the barriers encountered during the first TE that kept them from 

implementing certain programs, or 
• expand or fully implement programs in their first Plan of Correction.   

 
The second SB1066 Time Extension applications address all of the requirements of a SB 1066 
application and each includes a discussion as to why the jurisdiction needs additional time to 
implement the diversion programs listed in their second Plan of Correction. 

 
2.  Basis for staff’s analysis   
    Staff’s analysis is based upon the information below. 
 
Existing Jurisdiction Conditions: 

 
Key Jurisdiction Conditions  Preliminary Diversion Rates 

(Percent)  Report Year Waste Stream Data 
Jurisdiction Base 

Year 
2000 2001 2002 Pounds waste 

generated per 
person per day  
(ppd) 

Population 
(2002) 

Non-Residential 
Waste  Stream 
Percentage 

Residential 
Waste 
Stream 
Percentage 

Ontario 1990 37% 43% 45% 13.52 163,100 73% 27% 
Santee 1990 33% 36% 47% 9.61 53,500 72% 28% 

* This is a preliminary default diversion rate. The City has not yet submitted their official 2003 
Annual Report.  
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Jurisdiction Program Review 
Site Visit by Board 
Staff 

Reporting 
Frequency 

Proposed % 
Diversion 
Increase 

Extension End Date Is Time Request 
Appropriate? 
(yes/no) 

as 

Ontario 2003 6 Month Status 
Final Report 
w/Annual Report 

8% December 31,2005 Yes 

Santee 2004 6 Month Status 
Final Report 
w/Annual Report 

3%* December 31, 2005 Yes 

* The City will submit a new base year study and the diversion 
study's diversion rate. 

Staff Analysis of Second SB 1066 Applications: 

increase is based on the new 

the 50% diversion requirement 
explanation as to why 
requirement; 

to expand or newly implement 
of the SB1066 Time Extension 
proposed for the first extension; 

or newly proposed are 
first Time Extension period, and 

a Plan of Correction that: 
extension expires; 

programs the City will 
programs it will implement; 

programs. 

above requirements. Board staff 
current program implementation, 

staff's understanding of the 
to their need for a second 
new Plans of Correction to be 
are explained in the 

each jurisdiction. 

provide technical assistance to a 
requirements, such as identifying 

of similar size, geography, 
-approved time extension is required 

its Plan of Correction in each annual 
[per PRC Section 41821(b)(5)]. Staff 
submit a six month progress report, 

their Annual Report. 

Attachments 1 and 2 provide 
• The barriers faced 

within the first 
additional time 

• Staffs analysis 
• Diversion programs 

in the second Plan 
application), and 

• Staffs analysis 
appropriate, given 
the jurisdiction's 

Plan of Correction: 

an overview of the following: 
by each jurisdiction to meeting 

time extension, and the jurisdiction's 
is necessary for meeting the diversion 
of the reasonableness of the request; 

the jurisdictions are proposing 
of Correction (Section W-A 

their relationship to programs 
of whether the programs to be expanded 

the barriers confronted in the 
waste stream. 

time extension request must include 
50 percent before the time 

reduction, recycling, and composting 
it will modify and/or new 

when 50 percent will be achieved; 
necessary for new and/or expanded 

Plan of Correction meets the 
assessment of each jurisdiction's 

site visit. Based on Board 
in the jurisdictions that contributed 

believes the jurisdictions' proposed 
requests and staff's analyses 

matrix (Attachments 1 and 2) for 

41820(d) directs Board staff to 
assistance in meeting the diversion 

implemented by other jurisdictions 
Lastly, a jurisdiction with a Board

of its progress in complying with 
to the end of the time extension 
jurisdictions also be required to 
the end of their extension with 

A jurisdiction's SB1066 
a. demonstrates meeting 
b. includes source 

implement/existing programs 
c. identifies the date 
d. identifies funding 

Each jurisdiction's second 
has also conducted an 
including a program review 
relevant circumstances 
extension, Board staff 
reasonable. The jurisdictions' 
respective attachment 

In addition, PRC Section 
jurisdiction that requests 
model policies and programs 
and demographic mix. 
to include a summary 
report that is due prior 
recommends that these 
well as a final report at 
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Jurisdiction       Program Review 
Site Visit by Board 
Staff 

 Reporting 
Frequency 

Proposed % 
Diversion 
Increase 

Extension End Date Is Time Request 
Appropriate? 
(yes/no) 

Ontario 2003 6 Month Status 
Final Report 
w/Annual Report 

8% December 31,2005 Yes 

Santee 2004 6 Month Status 
Final Report 
w/Annual Report 

3%* December 31, 2005 Yes 

* The City will submit a new base year study and the diversion increase is based on the new 
study’s diversion rate. 

 
Staff Analysis of Second SB 1066 Applications:  
Attachments 1 and 2 provide an overview of the following: 

• The barriers faced by each jurisdiction to meeting the 50% diversion requirement 
within the first time extension, and the jurisdiction’s explanation as to why 
additional time is necessary for meeting the diversion requirement; 

• Staff’s analysis of the reasonableness of the request; 
• Diversion programs the jurisdictions are proposing to expand or newly implement 

in the second Plan of Correction (Section IV-A of the SB1066 Time Extension 
application), and their relationship to programs proposed for the first extension; 

• Staff’s analysis of whether the programs to be expanded or newly proposed are 
appropriate, given the barriers confronted in the first Time Extension period, and 
the jurisdiction’s waste stream. 

 
Plan of Correction: 
A jurisdiction’s SB1066 time extension request must include a Plan of Correction that: 
     a. demonstrates meeting 50 percent before the time extension expires; 

           b.  includes source reduction, recycling, and composting programs the City will 
implement/existing programs it will modify and/or new programs it will implement; 
     c.  identifies the date when 50 percent will be achieved; 
     d.  identifies funding necessary for new and/or expanded programs.  
 
Each jurisdiction’s second Plan of Correction meets the above requirements.  Board staff 
has also conducted an assessment of each jurisdiction’s current program implementation, 
including a program review site visit.  Based on Board staff’s understanding of the 
relevant circumstances in the jurisdictions that contributed to their need for a second 
extension, Board staff believes the jurisdictions’ proposed new Plans of Correction to be 
reasonable.  The jurisdictions’ requests and staff’s analyses are explained in the 
respective attachment matrix (Attachments 1 and 2) for each jurisdiction. 

 
In addition, PRC Section 41820(d) directs Board staff to provide technical assistance to a 
jurisdiction that requests assistance in meeting the diversion requirements, such as identifying 
model policies and programs implemented by other jurisdictions of similar size, geography, 
and demographic mix.  Lastly, a jurisdiction with a Board-approved time extension is required 
to include a summary of its progress in complying with its Plan of Correction in each annual 
report that is due prior to the end of the time extension [per PRC Section 41821(b)(5)].  Staff 
recommends that these jurisdictions also be required to submit a six month progress report, as 
well as a final report at the end of their extension with their Annual Report. 
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3. Findings 
that the Board may grant the requested second Time Extensions 

of PRC Section 41820; specifically: 
all required planning elements. 

a good faith effort to implement the programs 
those proposed in its first Plan of Correction. 

a second Plan of Correction demonstrating that it 
by the time the extension expires, including: 

expand or start implementing, the dates of 
means of funding. 

jurisdiction's SRRE-selected and implemented 
in Attachments 3 and 4. Because of the jurisdictions' 

for expanding those efforts to reach the 50 percent 
in their respective second Plan of Correction, staff 

these second SB1066 time extension applications. 

staff is not aware of any environmental issues related 

more time to implement diversion programs will help to 
locally and statewide. 

more time to implement new and expand existing 
the impact these newly implemented and 

on diversion will assist the jurisdictions to achieve the 
Section 41780. 

results from this item. 

represents the process for implementing PRC Section 
to petition for more time to implement additional 
the 50 percent diversion requirement for 2000, and 
to grant these time extensions. 

diversion requirements 

Staff has 
because 
• Each 
• Each 

• Each 
will 
the 

diversion 
efforts 
diversion 

determined 

identified 

implementation, 

A comprehensive 

is recommending 

they meet 
jurisdiction 
jurisdiction 

in its 
jurisdiction 

meet the 
programs 

programs 
to-date and 

requirement 

the requirements 
has submitted 
is making 

SRRE and 
has submitted 

that it will 
and the 

list of each 
is provided 

their plans 
as outlined 

approval of 

information, 

Impacts 

both 

and to measure 
have had 

of PRC 

to the Board 

this item 
jurisdictions 

to achieve 
the discretion 

B. Environmental Issues 
Based on available 
to this item. 

C. Program/Long Term 
Allowing these jurisdictions 
increase waste diversion, 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Allowing these jurisdictions 
diversion programs 
expanded programs 
diversion requirements 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impact 

F. Legal Issues 
As discussed above, 
41820 that allows 
diversion programs 
allows the Board 

G. Environmental Justice 
Community Setting. 

2000 Census Data — Demographics 
Jurisdiction % 

White 
% 
Hispanic 

% 
Black 

%Native 
American 

% Asian %Pacific 
Islander 

%Other 

Ontario 26.6 59.9 7.2 0.3 3.7 0.3 0.2 
Santee 80.8 11.4 1.4 0.6 2.5 0.3 0.2 
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3.  Findings
Staff has determined that the Board may grant the requested second Time Extensions 
because they meet the requirements of PRC Section 41820; specifically: 
• Each jurisdiction has submitted all required planning elements. 
• Each jurisdiction is making a good faith effort to implement the programs 

identified in its SRRE and those proposed in its first Plan of Correction. 
• Each jurisdiction has submitted a second Plan of Correction demonstrating that it 

will meet the diversion requirements by the time the extension expires, including: 
the programs that it will expand or start implementing, the dates of 
implementation, and the means of funding. 

 
A comprehensive list of each jurisdiction’s SRRE-selected and implemented 
diversion programs is provided in Attachments 3 and 4.  Because of the jurisdictions’ 
efforts to-date and their plans for expanding those efforts to reach the 50 percent 
diversion requirement as outlined in their respective second Plan of Correction, staff 
is recommending approval of these second SB1066 time extension applications.   

 
B. Environmental Issues 

Based on available information, staff is not aware of any environmental issues related 
to this item.  
 

C. Program/Long Term Impacts 
Allowing these jurisdictions more time to implement diversion programs will help to 
increase waste diversion, both locally and statewide.   
 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Allowing these jurisdictions more time to implement new and expand existing 
diversion programs and to measure the impact these newly implemented and 
expanded programs have had on diversion will assist the jurisdictions to achieve the 
diversion requirements of PRC Section 41780.   
 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impact to the Board results from this item.  
 

F. Legal Issues 
As discussed above, this item represents the process for implementing PRC Section 
41820 that allows jurisdictions to petition for more time to implement additional 
diversion programs to achieve the 50 percent diversion requirement for 2000, and 
allows the Board the discretion to grant these time extensions. 
 

G. Environmental Justice 
      Community Setting.   

 

2000 Census Data – Demographics 
Jurisdiction  % 

White 
% 
Hispanic 

% 
Black 

%Native 
American 

% Asian %Pacific 
Islander 

%Other 

Ontario 26.6 59.9 7.2 0.3 3.7 0.3 0.2 
Santee 80.8 11.4 1.4 0.6 2.5 0.3 0.2 
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VI.  

VII.  

VIII.  

2000 Census Data — Economic Data 
Jurisdiction Median annual income* Mean (average) income* % individuals below poverty level 
Ontario 42,452 50,856 15.5 
Santee 53, 624 60,461 5.4 

* Per household 
• Environmental Justice Issues. 

are no environmental justice issues 
• Efforts at Environmental Justice 

new/expanding programs, the 
materials in English and Spanish 
these new diversion programs; 
English for its residential and 
staff are available to assist all 

• Project Benefits. The expansion 
programs listed in this item will 

H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
This item supports Strategic Plan 
ability to reach and maintain 
(Assess and assist local governments' 
disposal, taking corrective action 
implement programs and reduce 

This item also supports Strategic 
to minimize the amount of waste 
jurisdictions to ensure they meet 
demonstrating staffs continual 
and/or exceed the waste diversion 

FUNDING INFORMATION 
This item does not require any Board 

ATTACHMENTS 
1. Time Extension Matrix for City 
2. Time Extension Matrix for City 
3. Program Listing for City of Ontario 
4. Program Listing for City of Santee 
5. City of Ontario's Second 1066 
6. City of Santee's Second 1066 
7. Resolution Number 2005-69 

STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM 
A. Program Staff: Rebecca Brown/Zane 
B. Legal Staff: Elliot Block 
C. Administrative Staff: N/A 

According to the jurisdictional 
related to this item 
Outreach. To increase 

City of Ontario disseminates 
to residents and businesses 

the City of Santee prints 
commercial customers, while 

representatives, there 
in these communities. 

participation in the 
a variety of printed 

on the availability of 
all materials in Spanish and 

Spanish-speaking City 

of the additional 
diversion rates. 

local jurisdictions' 
mandates), strategy (D) 

programs and reduce 
the jurisdictions' efforts to 

1 (Promote source reduction 
(Continue to work with 

waste diversion mandates) by 
to ensure they meet 

Phone: (916) 341-6199 
Phone: (916) 341-6080 
Phone: N/A 

Spanish speaking residents. 
of the existing, and implementation 

help to increase the jurisdictions' 

goal 2, objective 3 (Support 
California's waste diversion 

efforts to implement 
as needed) by assessing 

disposal. 

Plan goal 7, objective 
generated, strategy (B) 
and/or exceed existing 

efforts to work with jurisdictions 
mandates. 

fiscal action. 

of Ontario 
of Santee 

Time Extension Application 
Time Extension Application 

PREPARATION 
Poulson/Terri Edwards 
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2000 Census Data – Economic Data  
Jurisdiction Median annual income* Mean (average) income* % individuals below poverty level 
Ontario 42,452 50,856 15.5 
Santee 53, 624 60,461 5.4 

* Per household  
• Environmental Justice Issues. According to the jurisdictional representatives, there 

are no environmental justice issues related to this item in these communities. 
• Efforts at Environmental Justice Outreach.  To increase participation in the 

new/expanding programs, the City of Ontario disseminates a variety of printed 
materials in English and Spanish to residents and businesses on the availability of 
these new diversion programs; the City of Santee prints all materials in Spanish and 
English for its residential and commercial customers, while Spanish-speaking City 
staff are available to assist all Spanish speaking residents.  

• Project Benefits.  The expansion of the existing, and implementation of the additional 
programs listed in this item will help to increase the jurisdictions’ diversion rates. 

 
H. 2001 Strategic Plan 

This item supports Strategic Plan goal 2, objective 3 (Support local jurisdictions’ 
ability to reach and maintain California’s waste diversion mandates), strategy (D) 
(Assess and assist local governments’ efforts to implement programs and reduce 
disposal, taking corrective action as needed) by assessing the jurisdictions’ efforts to 
implement programs and reduce disposal.  
 
This item also supports Strategic Plan goal 7, objective 1 (Promote source reduction 
to minimize the amount of waste generated, strategy (B) (Continue to work with 
jurisdictions to ensure they meet and/or exceed existing waste diversion mandates) by 
demonstrating staff’s continual efforts to work with jurisdictions to ensure they meet 
and/or exceed the waste diversion mandates. 
 

VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
This item does not require any Board fiscal action.  
 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1. Time Extension Matrix for City of Ontario 
2. Time Extension Matrix for City of Santee 
3. Program Listing for City of Ontario 
4. Program Listing for City of Santee 
5. City of Ontario’s Second 1066 Time Extension Application 
6. City of Santee’s Second 1066 Time Extension Application 
7. Resolution Number 2005-69 
 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A.  Program Staff: Rebecca Brown/Zane Poulson/Terri Edwards Phone: (916) 341-6199 
B.  Legal Staff:  Elliot Block               Phone: (916) 341-6080 
C.  Administrative Staff:  N/A                         Phone:  N/A 
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IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION 
A. Support 

City of Ontario and City of Santee 
B. Opposition 

Staff had not received any written opposition at the time this item 
publication. 
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City of Ontario Second Time Extension Application Matrix 

Barriers/Reason for Second Time Extension Staff's Analysis 

Barriers in Staffing: 
• Ontario has experienced growth at a rate that has 

exceeded our ability to respond and implement 
many of the commercial programs. For this reason, 
we added additional administration staff in 2004 to 
support the recycling programs. 

• In addition, the City hired a contractor and added a 
full-time Senior Environmental Technician. Duties 
include full implementation of the Construction and 
Demolition Ordinance, conducting waste 
assessments and implementing the private hauler- 
permitting program. 

• Since 73% of waste generation is within the 
commercial sector and we anticipate additional 
growth, successful implementation of these 
programs is imperative. Presently, the City is also 
recruiting for a Solid Waste Administrative 
Manager who will have direct oversight of all 
recycling programs. 

Reasons for Second Time Extension: 
• The City needs additional time to complete the 

hiring of additional staff to fully implement their 
programs. 

Staffing: 
• Ontario has been experiencing a very high rate of 

growth. The City understands that the growth 
exceeded the ability of the City to implement 
commercial programs that could have addressed 
increasing disposal resulting from the expansion of 
the City. Hiring additional staff provides evidence 
of the City's commitment to do what is needed to 
meet the solid waste management and diversion 
demands facing the City. The existing staff did as 
much as they could and with the hiring of additional 
staffing they will be able to continue expanding 
program implementation efforts with more 
successful results. 

Barriers in Commercial Recycling program: 
• As mentioned above, the Commercial Commingled 

Program expansion was implemented as a result of 
the 1st  TE however, there were a number of barriers 
that prevented the full success of this program. 
These barriers include inadequate staffmg to 
conduct outreach for assessments, insufficient 
fmancial incentives, and the inability to compete 
with private recyclers that offer free service and do 
not report diversion tonnages to the City, and lack 
of interest by the businesses. 

• To address some of the barriers, the City has 
become more involved in the number and type of 
outreach activities. For instance, in 2003, 13 
assessments were conducted. In 2004 however, a 
Contractor was hired and 70 assessments were 
completed. The targeted businesses included those 
who divert large amounts of recyclable material as 
well as those who may benefit from a recycling 
program. Preliminary efforts indicate that many 
businesses are doing a good job at diverting 
materials with some needing only fme tuning to 
divert all possible recyclables and many others that 
require extensive education regarding the City's 
programs. To ensure that the assessment 
recommendations have a better probability of being 
implemented, the City recently started conducting 

Commercial Recycling Program: 
• Staff believes that with additional staff, the City's 

program expansion for the commercial sector will 
be improved. Staff also concurs with the transition 
of the majority of the current Commercial Select 
loads to the source separated commingled service. 
That change has the potential to provide better 
diversion results than those coming from only 
having Commercial Select loads. 

• With the changes in management of the City's solid 
waste and diversion programs, a rate study, 
including one that considers diversion incentives, is 
a good idea. 

• Because the City would like to establish a new base 
year, the City's Ordinance requiring all private 
recyclers to obtain a permit with the City and report 
diversion tonnages hauled from Ontario businesses 
on a monthly basis will help the City conduct that 
study. It will also provide the City with useful 
information about third party resources. 

• Staff also believes that the City has done a fme job 
of integrating a variety of components into its Plan 
of Correction that will address the barriers. These 
programs, if implemented as described, can also 

Board Meeting   Agenda Item 11 
March 15-16, 2005               Attachment 1 

City of Ontario Second Time Extension Application Matrix 
 
Barriers/Reason for Second Time Extension 
 

Staff’s Analysis 

Barriers in Staffing: 
• Ontario has experienced growth at a rate that has 

exceeded our ability to respond and implement 
many of the commercial programs.  For this reason, 
we added additional administration staff in 2004 to 
support the recycling programs.   

• In addition, the City hired a contractor and added a 
full-time Senior Environmental Technician.  Duties 
include full implementation of the Construction and 
Demolition Ordinance, conducting waste 
assessments and implementing the private hauler-
permitting program.   

• Since 73% of waste generation is within the 
commercial sector and we anticipate additional 
growth, successful implementation of these 
programs is imperative.  Presently, the City is also 
recruiting for a Solid Waste Administrative 
Manager who will have direct oversight of all 
recycling programs.   

Reasons for Second Time Extension:  
• The City needs additional time to complete the 

hiring of additional staff to fully implement their 
programs. 

Staffing: 
• Ontario has been experiencing a very high rate of 

growth. The City understands that the growth 
exceeded the ability of the City to implement 
commercial programs that could have addressed 
increasing disposal resulting from the expansion of 
the City. Hiring additional staff provides evidence 
of the City’s commitment to do what is needed to 
meet the solid waste management and diversion 
demands facing the City. The existing staff did as 
much as they could and with the hiring of additional 
staffing they will be able to continue expanding 
program implementation efforts with more 
successful results.  

 

Barriers in Commercial Recycling program: 
• As mentioned above, the Commercial Commingled 

Program expansion was implemented as a result of 
the 1st TE however, there were a number of barriers 
that prevented the full success of this program.  
These barriers include inadequate staffing to 
conduct outreach for assessments, insufficient 
financial incentives, and the inability to compete 
with private recyclers that offer free service and do 
not report diversion tonnages to the City, and lack 
of interest by the businesses.  

 
• To address some of the barriers, the City has 

become more involved in the number and type of 
outreach activities.  For instance, in 2003, 13 
assessments were conducted.  In 2004 however, a 
Contractor was hired and 70 assessments were 
completed.  The targeted businesses included those 
who divert large amounts of recyclable material as 
well as those who may benefit from a recycling 
program.  Preliminary efforts indicate that many 
businesses are doing a good job at diverting 
materials with some needing only fine tuning to 
divert all possible recyclables and many others that 
require extensive education regarding the City’s 
programs.  To ensure that the assessment 
recommendations have a better probability of being 
implemented, the City recently started conducting 

Commercial Recycling Program: 
• Staff believes that with additional staff, the City’s 

program expansion for the commercial sector will 
be improved.  Staff also concurs with the transition 
of the majority of the current Commercial Select 
loads to the source separated commingled service.  
That change has the potential to provide better 
diversion results than those coming from only 
having Commercial Select loads.  

 
• With the changes in management of the City’s solid 

waste and diversion programs, a rate study, 
including one that considers diversion incentives, is 
a good idea.    

 
• Because the City would like to establish a new base 

year, the City’s Ordinance requiring all private 
recyclers to obtain a permit with the City and report 
diversion tonnages hauled from Ontario businesses 
on a monthly basis will help the City conduct that 
study.  It will also provide the City with useful 
information about third party resources.    

 
• Staff also believes that the City has done a fine job 

of integrating a variety of components into its Plan 
of Correction that will address the barriers.  These 
programs, if implemented as described, can also 
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follow-up phone calls to businesses that participated help carry the City through the continued growth 
in waste assessments and had received that it will be facing in the coming years. These 
recommendations for additional recycling program efforts can result in the City staff 
opportunities or cost savings suggestions. Of becoming more knowledgeable about the businesses 
course, implementation of recommended recycling in their community; gaining an understanding of 
programs at these businesses is often a business their needs; learning more about the third party 
decision. In consideration of this fact, the City diversion activities that can be beneficial for other 
passed an additional rate change in December 2003 businesses needing those same services, especially 
and again in December 2004 to provide more if the City cannot provide them; increasing their 
economic commercial incentives for businesses to skills to provide needed assistance to businesses; 
recycle. and the increasing response of businesses to seek 

• The City has also significantly increased assistance from City staff to address solid waste and 
involvement with the Chamber of Commerce in diversion issues. 
2004 and will continue to increase its participation 
in 2005 as well. This interaction allows City staff to 
expose the "business of recycling" to many viable 
and active businesses in the community. Ontario is 
hopeful that multiple productive contacts will 
continue to be made. In addition, the City of 
Ontario has advertised the commercial recycling 
programs once a quarter in the Ontario Business 
Journal and mailed the "City of Ontario Business 
Newsletter" to all businesses in March 2004. A 
second edition is scheduled for mailing in April 
2005. The publication will also be sent 
electronically to all businesses that have had 
assessments and will be available on the City's 
website in 2005. 

• As a component to the Commercial Commingled 
Recycling Collection program, a Commercial Select 
load route was also implemented. The Commercial 
Select load route consists of collecting refuse bins 
that contain significant amounts of recyclable 
materials and processing them at the Material 
Recycling Facility (MRF) for a sorting fee. During 
2004, the Commercial Select load route diverted 
100 tons per month which is a 30% increase from 
2003. This program has been successful with the 
help of the solid waste collectors who were trained 
to identify potential high recyclable loads. 

• Additional efforts and modifications to Commercial 
Collection may include economic incentives with 
recycling equipment purchases and special free 
collection events, such as "Clean Your Files Day". 
The City would also consider addition of a wet/dry 
route if other modifications to the programs do not 
result in increased diversion. 

Reasons for Second Time Extension: 
• The City needs the additional time to continue 

conducting a considerable amount of assessments in 
2005 targeted at high refuse generators. 

• The City also needs more time to conduct a 
comprehensive rate study that will be kicked off in 
early January 2005 and enhancements to the 
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follow-up phone calls to businesses that participated 
in waste assessments and had received 
recommendations for additional recycling 
opportunities or cost savings suggestions.  Of 
course, implementation of recommended recycling 
programs at these businesses is often a business 
decision.  In consideration of this fact, the City 
passed an additional rate change in December 2003 
and again in December 2004 to provide more 
economic commercial incentives for businesses to 
recycle.   

• The City has also significantly increased 
involvement with the Chamber of Commerce in 
2004 and will continue to increase its participation 
in 2005 as well.  This interaction allows City staff to 
expose the “business of recycling” to many viable 
and active businesses in the community.  Ontario is 
hopeful that multiple productive contacts will 
continue to be made.  In addition, the City of 
Ontario has advertised the commercial recycling 
programs once a quarter in the Ontario Business 
Journal and mailed the “City of Ontario Business 
Newsletter” to all businesses in March 2004.  A 
second edition is scheduled for mailing in April 
2005.  The publication will also be sent 
electronically to all businesses that have had 
assessments and will be available on the City’s 
website in 2005. 

• As a component to the Commercial Commingled 
Recycling Collection program, a Commercial Select 
load route was also implemented.  The Commercial 
Select load route consists of collecting refuse bins 
that contain significant amounts of recyclable 
materials and processing them at the Material 
Recycling Facility (MRF) for a sorting fee.  During 
2004, the Commercial Select load route diverted 
100 tons per month which is a 30% increase from 
2003.  This program has been successful with the 
help of the solid waste collectors who were trained 
to identify potential high recyclable loads.   

• Additional efforts and modifications to Commercial 
Collection may include economic incentives with 
recycling equipment purchases and special free 
collection events, such as “Clean Your Files Day”.  
The City would also consider addition of a wet/dry 
route if other modifications to the programs do not 
result in increased diversion. 

 
Reasons for Second Time Extension:  
• The City needs the additional time to continue 

conducting a considerable amount of assessments in 
2005 targeted at high refuse generators. 

• The City also needs more time to conduct a 
comprehensive rate study that will be kicked off in 
early January 2005 and enhancements to the 

help carry the City through the continued growth 
that it will be facing in the coming years. These 
program efforts can result in the City staff 
becoming more knowledgeable about the businesses 
in their community; gaining an understanding of 
their needs; learning more about the third party 
diversion activities that can be beneficial for other 
businesses needing those same services, especially 
if the City cannot provide them; increasing their 
skills to provide needed assistance to businesses; 
and the increasing response of businesses to seek 
assistance from City staff to address solid waste and 
diversion issues. 
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existing economic incentives for commercial 
businesses will be a focal point of the study. 

• As mentioned earlier, private recyclers often offer 
free services or pay the business for their recyclable 
material. There are numerous recyclers that conduct 
this type of business in the City according to City 
licensing records, and their diversion records are not 
presently reported to the City. To overcome this 
obstacle, the City passed an Ordinance requiring all 
private recyclers to obtain a permit with the City 
and report diversion tonnages hauled from Ontario 
businesses on a monthly basis. This program is 
being implemented in early 2005; its results will not 
be fully realized until the end of 2005. 

• Due to the positive results from this pilot program, 
the City will continue to expand Commercial Select 
loads through observation of roll-offs. In addition, 
the City plans to transition the majority of the 
current Commercial Select loads to the commingled 
service. 

Barriers in Commercial Greenwaste Program: Commercial Greenwaste Program: 
• The Commercial Green Waste Program also 

experienced barriers that prevented fully achieving 
• Staff agrees that by improving economic incentives, 

and increasing educational outreach, the barrier to 
program goals. These included weak economic past participation of landscaping debris may be 
incentives and insufficient outreach. Subsequently, 
the overall demand for the green waste program was 
low. In order to overcome these barriers, the green • 

overcome. 

Staff also agrees that incorporating this service in 
waste 1.5-yard bin rate was reduced in December the rate study will be helpful in guiding the City on 
2004, making it more economically feasible to establishing appropriate rates that can encourage 
separate green waste rather than mix with loads increased participation. The outreach component 
going to landfill. will be a key part of the program expansion and 

Staff is concerned that the City may set these rates 
Reasons for Second Time Extension: without having also learned if there is a large 
• The City needs additional time to implement this number of landscapers using the refuse bins for 

program. This material type will also be closely landscaping debris, or if they have been hauling that 
looked at in the rate study in order to expand bin debris to other locations for diversion or discard. If 
sizes and increase economic incentives to encourage more of the landscapers have been hauling the 
use. In addition, an education program will be debris off-site, then reduced bin fees may not have 
initiated for over 40 multi-family complexes as well 
as businesses with large landscaped areas in order to 
eliminate the practice of contracted landscapers 
using commercial refuse bins to dispose of green 
waste. 

the desired results. 

Other reasons for second time extension: Other programs: 
C&D • Staff agrees that the City seems to be adequately 
Foundation work needed to begin new programs, such as addressing the barriers related to C&D diversion 
adoption of Ordinances and development of program efforts. The City will be implementing an 
materials, has nearly been completed in late 2003 and aggressive outreach program for internal staff and 
2004. Full project implementation will be fully realized contractors and this program expansion will be very 
in calendar year 2005. This work includes completing important considering the extensive construction 
Construction and Demolition Recycling program 
information packets, continued coordination with the 

and remodeling that has been, and will continue to, 
occur in the City. 

City's Building Department, training for City customer 
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existing economic incentives for commercial 
businesses will be a focal point of the study. 

• As mentioned earlier, private recyclers often offer 
free services or pay the business for their recyclable 
material.  There are numerous recyclers that conduct 
this type of business in the City according to City 
licensing records, and their diversion records are not 
presently reported to the City.  To overcome this 
obstacle, the City passed an Ordinance requiring all 
private recyclers to obtain a permit with the City 
and report diversion tonnages hauled from Ontario 
businesses on a monthly basis.  This program is 
being implemented in early 2005; its results will not 
be fully realized until the end of 2005. 

• Due to the positive results from this pilot program, 
the City will continue to expand Commercial Select 
loads through observation of roll-offs.  In addition, 
the City plans to transition the majority of the 
current Commercial Select loads to the commingled 
service.   

 
Barriers in Commercial Greenwaste Program: 
• The Commercial Green Waste Program also 

experienced barriers that prevented fully achieving 
program goals.  These included weak economic 
incentives and insufficient outreach.  Subsequently, 
the overall demand for the green waste program was 
low.  In order to overcome these barriers, the green 
waste 1.5-yard bin rate was reduced in December 
2004, making it more economically feasible to 
separate green waste rather than mix with loads 
going to landfill.   

 
Reasons for Second Time Extension: 
• The City needs additional time to implement this 

program.  This material type will also be closely 
looked at in the rate study in order to expand bin 
sizes and increase economic incentives to encourage 
use.  In addition, an education program will be 
initiated for over 40 multi-family complexes as well 
as businesses with large landscaped areas in order to 
eliminate the practice of contracted landscapers 
using commercial refuse bins to dispose of green 
waste.  

 

Commercial Greenwaste Program: 
• Staff agrees that by improving economic incentives, 

and increasing educational outreach, the barrier to 
past participation of landscaping debris may be 
overcome. 

 
• Staff also agrees that incorporating this service in 

the rate study will be helpful in guiding the City on 
establishing appropriate rates that can encourage 
increased participation. The outreach component 
will be a key part of the program expansion and 
Staff is concerned that the City may set these rates 
without having also learned if there is a large 
number of landscapers using the refuse bins for 
landscaping debris, or if they have been hauling that 
debris to other locations for diversion or discard. If 
more of the landscapers have been hauling the 
debris off-site, then reduced bin fees may not have 
the desired results.   

 

Other reasons for second time extension: 
C&D 
Foundation work needed to begin new programs, such as 
adoption of Ordinances and development of program 
materials, has nearly been completed in late 2003 and 
2004.  Full project implementation will be fully realized 
in calendar year 2005. This work includes completing 
Construction and Demolition Recycling program 
information packets, continued coordination with the 
City’s Building Department, training for City customer 

Other programs: 
• Staff agrees that the City seems to be adequately 

addressing the barriers related to C&D diversion 
efforts.  The City will be implementing an 
aggressive outreach program for internal staff and 
contractors and this program expansion will be very 
important considering the extensive construction 
and remodeling that has been, and will continue to, 
occur in the City. 
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service staff who accept bin orders and a special inert 
Construction and Demolition rate. A long-term contract 
securing Construction and Demolition material 
processing is scheduled for City Council adoption in 
February 2005. The City has also done its part to 
separate materials generated by Public Works activities 
such as street maintenance and utilities work. A 
separate Construction and Demolition bin has been 
placed at the Public Works Center and City staff have 
been trained to separate materials appropriately. 
City Street Sweepings and Green Waste 
The City's street sweeping and green waste contracts 
were amended in 2004 to require contractors to submit 
monthly data regarding the recycling of said material. 
The appropriate material is now processed and recycled 
at the West Valley MRF. The City is also working 
closely with the Ontario Convention Center and Ontario 
Mills Regional Mall to improve their recycling 
programs. The Convention Center will be the site of the 
upcoming Recycled Product Trade Show sponsored by 
the CIWMB. 

• Staff concurs with the improvement in the diversion 
of street sweepings and with the increased efforts to 
improve programs at the City owned Convention 
Center and the very large regional mall. 

E-Waste 
Another opportunity for additional diversion is 
continuing the City electronic waste diversion program 
begun during the City's Pt  TE. The City achieved 
Certified Collector Status as of January 1, 2005 and has 
adopted a multi-year contract with an Electronics 
Processor. 

• Staff agrees with the City's analysis that the City 
needs to continue to be proactive in implementing 
their E-Waste diversion programs. 

Wood Waste 
The City will also need additional time to continue to 
monitor the pilot wood waste route program that was 
also launched in August of 2003 in an effort to meet the 
mandated recycling goals. Within the first six months of 
the program, the City collected 20 tons/month. This was 
increased after six months of implementation to 100 
tons/month. The City anticipates that collection will 
increase to 150 tons/month within the next six months. 

• With the implementation of the new wood waste 
program, staff agrees that this program could offer 
the City additional diversion opportunities. 

Other Efforts 
The City has made good progress with the programs 
outlined in the first time extension. Since our original 
base year study in 1990, the City has added 21% to its 
population, a total of approximately 42,000 people. This 
growth will continue heavily in the next three decades as 
8,069 acres of newly annexed area begins to develop. 
As a note, the City is sensitive to the fact that a new base 
year will not allow us to reach the 50% diversion goal on 
its own, also needed is the continued expansion of 
programs as committed to in the TE. This commitment 
is evident in the assistance from one middle 
management administrative staff person (Environmental 
Programs Manager), a newly hired Senior 
Environmental Technician, and the new senior level 
position (Solid Waste Administrative Manager), which 
is scheduled to be filled in 2005, changes to City 
Ordinances providing more economic incentives to 
recycle and implementation of programs. Despite 

• The City recognized that without sufficient staff, 
program implementation that will meet the needs of 
the City is not likely to result in desired outcomes. 
The City has also recognized there has been such a 
significant change in the City since the first base 
year was done that the outdated data does not 
provide accurate quantification of diversion, 
residential and non-residential percentages, and may 
also not provide accurate disposal allocation. Staff 
concurs that the City needs to conduct a new 
generation study and establish a new base year. 
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service staff who accept bin orders and a special inert 
Construction and Demolition rate.  A long-term contract 
securing Construction and Demolition material 
processing is scheduled for City Council adoption in 
February 2005.  The City has also done its part to 
separate materials generated by Public Works activities 
such as street maintenance and utilities work.  A 
separate Construction and Demolition bin has been 
placed at the Public Works Center and City staff have 
been trained to separate materials appropriately.   
City Street Sweepings and Green Waste 
The City’s street sweeping and green waste contracts 
were amended in 2004 to require contractors to submit 
monthly data regarding the recycling of said material.  
The appropriate material is now processed and recycled 
at the West Valley MRF.  The City is also working 
closely with the Ontario Convention Center and Ontario 
Mills Regional Mall to improve their recycling 
programs.  The Convention Center will be the site of the 
upcoming Recycled Product Trade Show sponsored by 
the CIWMB.   

• Staff concurs with the improvement in the diversion 
of street sweepings and with the increased efforts to 
improve programs at the City owned Convention 
Center and the very large regional mall.  

E-Waste 
Another opportunity for additional diversion is 
continuing the City electronic waste diversion program 
begun during the City’s 1st TE. The City achieved 
Certified Collector Status as of January 1, 2005 and has 
adopted a multi-year contract with an Electronics 
Processor. 

• Staff agrees with the City’s analysis that the City 
needs to continue to be proactive in implementing 
their E-Waste diversion programs. 

Wood Waste 
The City will also need additional time to continue to 
monitor the pilot wood waste route program that was 
also launched in August of 2003 in an effort to meet the 
mandated recycling goals.  Within the first six months of 
the program, the City collected 20 tons/month.  This was 
increased after six months of implementation to 100 
tons/month.  The City anticipates that collection will 
increase to 150 tons/month within the next six months. 

• With the implementation of the new wood waste 
program, staff agrees that this program could offer 
the City additional diversion opportunities.  

 

Other Efforts 
The City has made good progress with the programs 
outlined in the first time extension.  Since our original 
base year study in 1990, the City has added 21% to its 
population, a total of approximately 42,000 people.  This 
growth will continue heavily in the next three decades as 
8,069 acres of newly annexed area begins to develop.  
As a note, the City is sensitive to the fact that a new base 
year will not allow us to reach the 50% diversion goal on 
its own, also needed is the continued expansion of 
programs as committed to in the TE.  This commitment 
is evident in the assistance from one middle 
management administrative staff person (Environmental 
Programs Manager), a newly hired Senior 
Environmental Technician, and the new senior level 
position (Solid Waste Administrative Manager), which 
is scheduled to be filled in 2005, changes to City 
Ordinances providing more economic incentives to 
recycle and implementation of programs. Despite 

• The City recognized that without sufficient staff, 
program implementation that will meet the needs of 
the City is not likely to result in desired outcomes.  
The City has also recognized there has been such a 
significant change in the City since the first base 
year was done that the outdated data does not 
provide accurate quantification of diversion, 
residential and non-residential percentages, and may 
also not provide accurate disposal allocation.  Staff 
concurs that the City needs to conduct a new 
generation study and establish a new base year. 
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tremendous increases in growth, the City has continued 
to make progress. Though program successes have not 
been achieved immediately, the process of 
implementation, evaluation and revision continues. The 
City is committed to achieve the 50% goal by the end of 
2005. 

Plan of Correction Staff's Analysis Estimated 
Percent 
Diversion 

2030-RC-OSP Commercial Recycling: Complete The City has a 73% non-residential waste 2% 
business waste audits and provide technical assistance stream. This program is important 
to businesses to obtain the correct level of service, 
including the addition of commingled recycling. The 

because it addresses the need for 
continued expansion of the City's 

City has contracted a full-time employee who began commercial diversion services, especially 
waste audits in November 2004. This employee has in response to the on-going growth in 
been hired permanently by the City that sector. Staff agrees that the City has 

developed a good approach that will 
Incorporate the Commercial Select program into the 
commingled program. 

likely result in increased diversion. 

Increase the number of commingled recycling service 
customers in the City through increased targeted 
outreach to specific businesses. The City may 
consider a wet/dry route in the future, depending on 
recovery market conditions, and addition of e-waste 
recycling for the commercial sector. 

Provide additional services to commercial sector 
through additional economic incentives, such as grants 
to purchase recycling equipment (balers, etc), free 
bins for "Clean your Files Day" events. 
2090-RC-OTH Public Venue Recycling: Work with Staff agrees that these important 1% additional 
convention center, airport and private recyclers to programs will offer the City additional 
formalize recycling programs and provide program diversion opportunities. Ontario is a 
reporting to City. These programs will focus on on- travel hub attracting many visitors to the 
site pickup of commingled recyclables, particularly airport, the mall, the race track and to 
paper products and beverage containers. Special convention events; these programs can 
vendor move-in/move-out procedures will be improve public awareness of the needs 
implemented to recycle trade show waste from exhibit and methods for diversion of their 
halls. It may be possible to implement a food waste discards, as well as promote the City's 
diversion program as well, depending on the 
composting market. 

commitment to diversion. 

Work with neighboring City that hosts a local auto 
racing track to promote recycling at the restaurants 
and hotels that are used during race events. This will 
include implementation of on-site collection of 
commingled recyclables at these locations. 
3020-CM-COG Street Sweeping Diversion: Staff agrees that the improved contract .5% additional 
Modify contract with street sweeping company to will increase diversion and provide better 
send all material to local MRF for processing, and 
require monthly reports of diverted tonnage. 

tracking of those diversion efforts. 
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tremendous increases in growth, the City has continued 
to make progress.  Though program successes have not 
been achieved immediately, the process of 
implementation, evaluation and revision continues.  The 
City is committed to achieve the 50% goal by the end of 
2005. 
 
 
Plan of Correction Staff’s Analysis Estimated 

Percent 
Diversion 

2030-RC-OSP Commercial Recycling: Complete 
business waste audits and provide technical assistance 
to businesses to obtain the correct level of service, 
including the addition of commingled recycling.  The 
City has contracted a full-time employee who began 
waste audits in November 2004.  This employee has 
been hired permanently by the City 
 
Incorporate the Commercial Select program into the 
commingled program. 
 
Increase the number of commingled recycling service 
customers in the City through increased targeted 
outreach to specific businesses.  The City may 
consider a wet/dry route in the future, depending on 
recovery market conditions, and addition of e-waste 
recycling for the commercial sector. 
 
Provide additional services to commercial sector 
through additional economic incentives, such as grants 
to purchase recycling equipment (balers, etc), free 
bins for "Clean your Files Day" events.  

The City has a 73% non-residential waste 
stream. This program is important 
because it addresses the need for 
continued expansion of the City’s 
commercial diversion services, especially 
in response to the on-going growth in 
that sector. Staff agrees that the City has 
developed a good approach that will 
likely result in increased diversion. 

2% 

2090-RC-OTH Public Venue Recycling:  Work with 
convention center, airport and private recyclers to 
formalize recycling programs and provide program 
reporting to City.  These programs will focus on on-
site pickup of commingled recyclables, particularly 
paper products and beverage containers.  Special 
vendor move-in/move-out procedures will be 
implemented to recycle trade show waste from exhibit 
halls.  It may be possible to implement a food waste 
diversion program as well, depending on the 
composting market. 
 
Work with neighboring City that hosts a local auto 
racing track to promote recycling at the restaurants 
and hotels that are used during race events.  This will 
include implementation of on-site collection of 
commingled recyclables at these locations. 

Staff agrees that these important 
programs will offer the City additional 
diversion opportunities. Ontario is a 
travel hub attracting many visitors to the 
airport, the mall, the race track and to 
convention events; these programs can 
improve public awareness of the needs 
and methods for diversion of their 
discards, as well as promote the City’s 
commitment to diversion. 

1% additional 

3020-CM-COG Street Sweeping Diversion: 
Modify contract with street sweeping company to 
send all material to local MRF for processing, and 
require monthly reports of diverted tonnage. 

Staff agrees that the improved contract 
will increase diversion and provide better 
tracking of those diversion efforts. 

.5% additional 
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3020-CM-COG Commercial On-Site Green waste 
Pick-Up: Provide additional bin sizes for collection 
services and modify rate structure so that recycling is 
much less expensive than refuse service. Work with 
property managers and landscapers to use service and 
keep greenwaste out of refuse bins. 

Staff agrees that modification of the rate 
structure and education of property 
managers and landscapers will be very 
beneficial in helping the City reach their 
AB939 goal. 

1.5% additional 

4050-SP-WDW Wood Waste: The majority of the 
market for this program consists of manufacturers 
located in the City. A list of businesses that 
potentially have wood waste and sawdust to divert 
continue to be contacted to take advantage of reduced 
collection fees through one City's recycling program. 

Staff agrees that providing targeted 
services to generators of this waste 
stream can result in increased diversion. 

1% additional 

6020-PI-ORD CDI Ordinance: Enforce CDI 
diversion ordinance that was passed in 2003. All 
projects over $100,000 in value and all re-roofmg 
projects are required to divert at least 50% of waste 
generated from the project. Permit applicant is 
required to prepare a waste management plan and 
submit documentation verifying diversion activities 
from project. Projects not covered under the 
ordinance are still encouraged to divert as much as 
possible and recycling information is handed to all 
permit applicants. 

City is currently working out a contract to establish a 
special reduced rate for Ontario inert material with the 
local inert recycling facility. 

Training will be conducted with the building/housing 
department staff, and Public Works staff will establish 
and maintain a database to track the quantities of 
materials diverted from projects. 

A comprehensive C&D recycling booklet will be 
made available in Q1 2005 for all project applicants. 

All City projects are required to divert at least 50% of 
waste generated from the project. This continued 
practice has huge potential with the current and 
continued expansion of the Public Works Agency. 
The compounded results will produce a significant 
decrease in disposal amounts. 

The amount of recycled C&D has increased over 100 
tons per month in 2004 from the previous year. With 
the support and enforcement of ordinance, we plan to 
divert an additional 650 tons/months. 

Especially in light of the large amount of 
growth that has been and will continue to 
occur, Staff agrees that the City's 
continued focus on this program has the 
potential to capture an important portion 
of their waste stream. Staff supports the 
City's efforts to expand and strengthen 
the C& D ordinance and diversion 
opportunities. 

2% 

Total Estimated Diversion Percent From New and/or Expanded Programs 8 % 

Current Diversion Rate Percent From Latest Annual Report 45% 

Total Planned Diversion Percent Estimated 53% 
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3020-CM-COG Commercial On-Site Green waste 
Pick-Up: Provide additional bin sizes for collection 
services and modify rate structure so that recycling is 
much less expensive than refuse service.  Work with 
property managers and landscapers to use service and 
keep greenwaste out of refuse bins. 
 

Staff agrees that modification of the rate 
structure and education of property 
managers and landscapers will be very 
beneficial in helping the City reach their 
AB939 goal.  

 
1.5% additional  

4050-SP-WDW Wood Waste: The majority of the 
market for this program consists of manufacturers 
located in the City.  A list of businesses that 
potentially have wood waste and sawdust to divert 
continue to be contacted to take advantage of reduced 
collection fees through one City’s recycling program.  
 
 

Staff agrees that providing targeted 
services to generators of this waste 
stream can result in increased diversion. 

1% additional 
 

6020-PI-ORD CDI Ordinance:  Enforce CDI 
diversion ordinance that was passed in 2003.  All 
projects over $100,000 in value and all re-roofing 
projects are required to divert at least 50% of waste 
generated from the project. Permit applicant is 
required to prepare a waste management plan and 
submit documentation verifying diversion activities 
from project.  Projects not covered under the 
ordinance are still encouraged to divert as much as 
possible and recycling information is handed to all 
permit applicants. 
 
City is currently working out a contract to establish a 
special reduced rate for Ontario inert material with the 
local inert recycling facility.  
  
Training will be conducted with the building/housing 
department staff, and Public Works staff will establish 
and maintain a database to track the quantities of 
materials diverted from projects. 
 
A comprehensive C&D recycling booklet will be 
made available in Q1 2005 for all project applicants. 
 
All City projects are required to divert at least 50% of 
waste generated from the project. This continued 
practice has huge potential with the current and 
continued expansion of the Public Works Agency. 
The compounded results will produce a significant 
decrease in disposal amounts.    
 
The amount of recycled C&D has increased over 100 
tons per month in 2004 from the previous year.  With 
the support and enforcement of ordinance, we plan to 
divert an additional 650 tons/months. 

Especially in light of the large amount of 
growth that has been and will continue to 
occur, Staff agrees that the City’s 
continued focus on this program has the 
potential to capture an important portion 
of their waste stream.  Staff supports the 
City’s efforts to expand and strengthen 
the C& D ordinance and diversion 
opportunities.  

2% 

Total Estimated Diversion Percent From New and/or Expanded Programs 8 % 

Current Diversion Rate Percent From Latest Annual Report 45% 

Total Planned Diversion Percent Estimated  53% 
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Support Programs 
5020-ED-OUT: Continue to support WRAP 
applications and submit new applications from 
candidates found during waste audits, recycled 
content fair and Chamber of Commerce. City 
conducts a recognition ceremony at the Council 
meetings to additionally promote the WRAP awards. 
Work with Convention Center and Ontario Mills mall 
to enhance recycling programs and provide technical 
assistance to restaurants and hotels that support a 
racetrack in a neighboring city. 
Provide technical assistance to commercial sector to 
recruit more businesses to receive recycling services 
offered by the City. 
Chamber of Commerce mixers will be attended 
monthly and advertisements with Chamber will be 
conducted a minimum of once a quarter. City will 

Education outreach is critical to the success of the City's 
programs. The City has selected a good variety of outreach 
efforts to the Commercial sector that will ensure that 
important and necessary steps intended to maximize 
participation have been taken. 

also work with the Latino Business Council to reach 
out to all business segments of the community to 
expand our recycling potential. 
Business Newsletter Publication will be sent to all 
businesses annually. It will be available online and 
sent electronically to all businesses in our assessment 
database. 
7050-FR-OTH Regional Diversion Facilities: 
Work with Regional Diversion Facilities to provide 
accurate reporting each year and complete Reporting 
Year Disposal Tonnage Modification Request and 
Certification. 

Staff agrees with the City's plan to verify allocation and 
correct any misallocation of wastes, and to improve 
relationships with diversion facilities. Those improved 
relationships could be beneficial in gathering more accurate 
data of diversion activities as well as the potential for 
establishing new relationships that could result in new 
diversion opportunities. 

1030-SR-PMT Procurement: City has expanded 
Procurement language in the Ordinance and pushed 
heavily for more recycled content purchases. As a 
result, City is printing letterhead and business cards 
on recycled content paper to promote recycled-
content product market. 

Staff concurs with this expanded program effort. It is 
important for the City to close the loop and be a role model 
for others to encourage procurement of recycled content 
products. 

6020-PI-ORD Private Recycler Reporting and 
Permitting: City ordinance that requires all private 
recyclers with business licenses and permits in the 
City to provide reports on a monthly basis. This 
ordinance will be enforced through the licensing 
process and permitting process. The improved 
tracking and database methods will enhance this 

This program provides useful support mechanisms for other 
diversion programs, such as commercial recycling and 
C&D diversion and helps ensure the success of increased 
diversion and data tracking. 

requirement. 
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Support Programs  

5020-ED-OUT: Continue to support WRAP 
applications and submit new applications from 
candidates found during waste audits, recycled 
content fair and Chamber of Commerce.  City 
conducts a recognition ceremony at the Council 
meetings to additionally promote the WRAP awards.   
Work with Convention Center and Ontario Mills mall 
to enhance recycling programs and provide technical 
assistance to restaurants and hotels that support a 
racetrack in a neighboring city. 
Provide technical assistance to commercial sector to 
recruit more businesses to receive recycling services 
offered by the City. 
Chamber of Commerce mixers will be attended 
monthly and advertisements with Chamber will be 
conducted a minimum of   once a quarter. City will 
also work with the Latino Business Council to reach 
out to all business segments of the community to 
expand our recycling potential. 
Business Newsletter Publication will be sent to all 
businesses annually.  It will be available online and 
sent electronically to all businesses in our assessment 
database. 

Education outreach is critical to the success of the City’s 
programs. The City has selected a good variety of outreach 
efforts to the Commercial sector that will ensure that 
important and necessary steps intended to maximize 
participation have been taken. 

7050-FR-OTH Regional Diversion Facilities: 
Work with Regional Diversion Facilities to provide 
accurate reporting each year and complete Reporting 
Year Disposal Tonnage Modification Request and 
Certification. 

Staff agrees with the City’s plan to verify allocation and 
correct any misallocation of wastes, and to improve 
relationships with diversion facilities.  Those improved 
relationships could be beneficial in gathering more accurate 
data of diversion activities as well as the potential for 
establishing new relationships that could result in new 
diversion opportunities.  

1030-SR-PMT Procurement: City has expanded 
Procurement language in the Ordinance and pushed 
heavily for more recycled content purchases.  As a 
result, City is printing letterhead and business cards 
on recycled content paper to promote recycled-
content product market. 

Staff concurs with this expanded program effort.  It is 
important for the City to close the loop and be a role model 
for others to encourage procurement of recycled content 
products.   

6020-PI-ORD Private Recycler Reporting and 
Permitting: City ordinance that requires all private 
recyclers with business licenses and permits in the 
City to provide reports on a monthly basis.  This 
ordinance will be enforced through the licensing 
process and permitting process.  The improved 
tracking and database methods will enhance this 
requirement. 

This program provides useful support mechanisms for other 
diversion programs, such as commercial recycling and 
C&D diversion and helps ensure the success of increased 
diversion and data tracking. 
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City of Santee Second Time Extension Application Matrix 

Barriers/Reason for Second Time Extension Staff's Analysis 

Barriers 

• The City 
Advisory 
County's 

County 
model 
Diego 
develop 
for the 
ordinance 

1066 

Reasons 
• The City 

County's 
develop 
December 
the draft 
County. 

• The City 
City 
ordinance. 

(C&D) Diversion: 
in Construction and Demolition 

is a part of the Technical 
Committee (TAC) or the 

Construction and Demolition: 
• The City was granted an SB-1066 

Alternative Diversion Requirement (ADR) 
at the February 11, 2003 Board meeting. 
The City was able to adequately implement 
all of the programs selected in the ADR 
with the exception of adopting a C&D 
ordinance or policy. The Time Extension 
would give the City the needed time to 
adopt an ordinance or policy and work with 
the construction industry to insure that 
C&D waste is diverted from the landfills. 

• The City currently diverts C&D waste from 
City projects. The adoption of a C&D 
ordinance will help the City work to divert 
waste from all C&D projects within the 
City. 

Management 

consideration 

Integrated Solid Waste 
Local Task Force. The 

worked with the TAC to develop a 
C&D ordinance specific to San 
County. The TAC was unable to 

the draft C&D ordinance in time 
City to bring a version of the 

to the City Council for their 
before the City's first SB 

request expired. 

for Second Time Extension: 
has been working with the 
TAC for the past two years to 

a draft C&D policy/ordinance. On 
29, 2004 the TAC distributed 

to all jurisdictions in San Diego 

needs additional time to allow the 
Council to adopt a C&D policy or 

Other reasons for second time extension: 
• The City of Santee recently submitted a 

new base year request to the Board. Board 
staff is currently reviewing the City's new 
2003 base year request. 

• 
Other programs: 

The City implemented or expanded several 
programs in their first SB 1066 Request 
including residential curbside for multi-
family units, commercial on-site collection, 
and electronic waste collection. The City 
will continue to work to assure the success 
of these programs. 
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City of Santee Second Time Extension Application Matrix 
 

 
Barriers/Reason for Second Time Extension 
 

Staff’s Analysis 

Barriers in Construction and Demolition 
(C&D) Diversion: 
• The City is a part of the Technical 

Advisory Committee (TAC) or the 
County’s Integrated Solid Waste 
Management Local Task Force. The 
County worked with the TAC to develop a 
model C&D ordinance specific to San 
Diego County. The TAC was unable to 
develop the draft C&D ordinance in time 
for the City to bring a version of the 
ordinance to the City Council for their 
consideration before the City’s first SB 
1066 request expired. 

 
Reasons for Second Time Extension:  
• The City has been working with the 

County’s TAC for the past two years to 
develop a draft C&D policy/ordinance. On 
December 29, 2004 the TAC distributed 
the draft to all jurisdictions in San Diego 
County.  

• The City needs additional time to allow the 
City Council to adopt a C&D policy or 
ordinance. 

 

Construction and Demolition: 
• The City was granted an SB-1066 

Alternative Diversion Requirement (ADR) 
at the February 11, 2003 Board meeting. 
The City was able to adequately implement 
all of the programs selected in the ADR 
with the exception of adopting a C&D 
ordinance or policy. The Time Extension 
would give the City the needed time to 
adopt an ordinance or policy and work with 
the construction industry to insure that 
C&D waste is diverted from the landfills. 

• The City currently diverts C&D waste from 
City projects. The adoption of a C&D 
ordinance will help the City work to divert 
waste from all C&D projects within the 
City. 

 

Other reasons for second time extension: 
• The City of Santee recently submitted a 

new base year request to the Board. Board 
staff is currently reviewing the City’s new 
2003 base year request. 

Other programs: 
• The City implemented or expanded several 

programs in their first SB 1066 Request 
including residential curbside for multi-
family units, commercial on-site collection, 
and electronic waste collection. The City 
will continue to work to assure the success 
of these programs. 
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Plan of Correction Staff's Analysis Estimated 
Percent 
Diversion 

4060-SP-CAR, Concrete/Asphalt/Rubble 

The City and hauler will work with the 
construction industry to divert construction 
and demolition waste from the landfill. 

Concrete/Asphalt/Rubble 

Staff agrees that construction and 
demolition waste diversion can 
have a large positive impact on 
the City's diversion rate. 

3% 

Total Estimated Diversion Percent From New and/or Expanded Programs 3% 

Current Diversion Rate Percent From Latest Annual Report 47 % 

Total Planned Diversion Percent Estimated 50 % 

Support Programs 

6020-PI-ORD, Ordinances 

The City will adopt a policy or ordinance 
requiring contractors to report their construction 
and demolition waste diversion efforts. 

Ordinance 

Staff agrees that a policy of ordinance for 
construction and demolition waste can greatly 
enhance the effectiveness of the City's 
diversion efforts. 
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Plan of Correction Staff’s Analysis Estimated 
Percent 
Diversion 

4060-SP-CAR, Concrete/Asphalt/Rubble 

The City and hauler will work with the 
construction industry to divert construction 
and demolition waste from the landfill.   

Concrete/Asphalt/Rubble 
 
Staff agrees that construction and 
demolition waste diversion can 
have a large positive impact on 
the City’s diversion rate.  
 

3% 

Total Estimated Diversion Percent From New and/or Expanded Programs 3% 
Current Diversion Rate Percent From Latest Annual Report 47 % 
Total Planned Diversion Percent Estimated  50 % 
 
 
Support Programs  
6020-PI-ORD, Ordinances 
 
The City will adopt a policy or ordinance 
requiring contractors to report their construction 
and demolition waste diversion efforts. 
 

Ordinance 
 
Staff agrees that a policy of ordinance for 
construction and demolition waste can greatly 
enhance the effectiveness of the City’s 
diversion efforts. 
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Office of Local Assistance Page 1 

Program Listing for Date Printed 

Ontario February 9, 2005 

1997  1998  1999  2000  

New Base Year: 1990 Diversion Rate: 20 17 26 37 

Program Code Start Status Status Status Status Status Status 

1000-SR-XGC 1997 NA NA Al AO AO AO 

Xeriscaping/Grasscycling 

1010-SR-BCM 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO 

Backyard and On-Site Composting/Mulching 

1020-SR-BWR 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO 

Business Waste Reduction Program 

1030-SR-PMT 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO 

Procurement 

1040-SR-SCH 1999 NA NA NA NA Al AO 

School Source Reduction Programs 

1050-SR-GOV 1990 AO AO AO AO AO AO 

Government Source Reduction Programs 

1060-SR-MTE 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO 

Material Exchange, Thrift Shops 

2000-RC-CRB 1974 SO SO SO SO SO SO 

Residential Curbside 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not NA = Program did not exist 
exist or 

4 = Insufficient funding. 
5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS City was not incorporated or 
city 
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 Office of Local Assistance Page 1 
 Program Listing for Date Printed 
 Ontario February 9, 2005 

 ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ 
New Base Year: 1990  Diversion Rate: 20  17  26  37  

Program Code Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 1000-SR-XGC 1997 NA NA AI AO AO AO 
 Xeriscaping/Grasscycling 
 1010-SR-BCM 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Backyard and On-Site Composting/Mulching 
 1020-SR-BWR 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Business Waste Reduction Program 
 1030-SR-PMT 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Procurement 
 1040-SR-SCH 1999 NA NA NA NA AI AO 
 School Source Reduction Programs 
 1050-SR-GOV 1990 AO AO AO AO AO AO 
 Government Source Reduction Programs 
 1060-SR-MTE 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Material Exchange, Thrift Shops 
 2000-RC-CRB 1974 SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Residential Curbside 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not  NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.  exist or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 

pplication:  PARIS            City was not incorporated or  

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut
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Office of Local Assistance Page 2 

Program Listing for Date Printed 

Ontario February 9, 2005 

1995  1996  1997  1998  1999  2000  

BaseYear: 1990 Diversion Rate: ND ND 20 17 26 37 

Program Code Start Status Status Status Status Status Status 

2020-RC-BYB 1980 SO SO SO SO SO SO 

Residential Buy-Back 

2030-RC-OSP 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO 

Commercial On-Site Pickup 

2040-RC-SFH 1974 AO AO AO AO AO AO 

Commercial Self-Haul 

2050-RC-SCH 1985 SO SO SO SO SO SO 

School Recycling Programs 

2060-RC-GOV 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO 

Government Recycling Programs 

2070-RC-SNL 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO 

Special Collection Seasonal (regular) 

2080-RC-SPE 1998 NA NA NA Al AO AO 

Special Collection Events 

3000-CM-RCG 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO 

Residential Curbside Greenwaste Collection 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not NA = Program did not exist 
exist or 

4 = Insufficient funding. 
5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS City was not incorporated or 
city 
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 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ 
 BaseYear: 1990 Diversion Rate: ND  ND  20  17  26  37  

Program Code Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 2020-RC-BYB 1980 SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Residential Buy-Back 
 2030-RC-OSP 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Commercial On-Site Pickup 
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 School Recycling Programs 
 2060-RC-GOV 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Government Recycling Programs 
 2070-RC-SNL 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Special Collection Seasonal (regular) 
 2080-RC-SPE 1998 NA NA NA AI AO AO 
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 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not  NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.  exist or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
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Office of Local Assistance Page 3 

Program Listing for Date Printed 

Ontario February 9, 2005 

1995  1996  1997  1998  1999  2000  

BaseYear: 1990 Diversion Rate: ND ND 20 17 26 37 

Program Code Start Status Status Status Status Status Status 

3020-CM-COG 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO 

Commercial On-Site Greenwaste Pick-up 

3050-CM-SCH 1996 NA Al AO AO AO AO 

School Composting Programs 

3060-CM-GOV 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO 

Government Composting Programs 

4010-SP-SLG 1998 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 SI 99 SO SO 

Sludge (sewage/industrial) 

4020-SP-TRS 1997 PF PF SI SO SO SO 

Tires 

4030-SP-WHG 1998 PF 99 PF 99 PF 99 SI SO SO 

White Goods 

4040-SP-SCM 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO 

Scrap Metal 

4050-SP-WDW 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO 

Wood Waste 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not NA = Program did not exist 
exist or 

4 = Insufficient funding. 
5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS City was not incorporated or 
city 
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 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ 
 BaseYear: 1990 Diversion Rate: ND  ND  20  17  26  37  

Program Code Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 3020-CM-COG 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Commercial On-Site Greenwaste Pick-up 
 3050-CM-SCH 1996 NA AI AO AO AO AO 
 School Composting Programs 
 3060-CM-GOV 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Government Composting Programs 
 4010-SP-SLG 1998 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 SI 99 SO SO 
 Sludge (sewage/industrial) 
 4020-SP-TRS 1997 PF PF SI SO SO SO 
 Tires 
 4030-SP-WHG 1998 PF 99 PF 99 PF 99 SI SO SO 
 White Goods 
 4040-SP-SCM 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Scrap Metal 
 4050-SP-WDW 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Wood Waste 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not  NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.  exist or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 

pplication:  PARIS            City was not incorporated or  

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut



Board Meeting Agenda Item 11 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 3 

Office of Local Assistance Page 4 

Program Listing for Date Printed 

Ontario February 9, 2005 

1995  1996  1997  1998  1999  2000  

BaseYear: 1990 Diversion Rate: ND ND 20 17 26 37 

Program Code Start Status Status Status Status Status Status 

4060-SP-CAR 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO 

Concrete/Asphalt/Rubble 

4080-SP-SGL 1997 PF PF Al AO AO AO 

Shingles 

4100-SP-OTH 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO 

Other Special Waste 

5000-ED-ELC 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO 

Electronic (radio ,TV, web, hotlines) 

5010-ED-PRN 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO 

Print (brochures, flyers, guides, news articles) 

5020-ED-OUT 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO 

Outreach (tech assistance, presentations, awards, fairs, field 

5030-ED-SCH 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO 

Schools (education and curriculum) 

6010-PI-EIN 1999 PF 3 PF 3 PF 3 PF SI SO 

Economic Incentives 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not NA = Program did not exist 4 = Insufficient funding. 
exist or 5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS City was not incorporated or 
city 

Board Meeting     Agenda Item 11 
March 15-16, 2005     Attachment 3 
 Office of Local Assistance Page 4 
 Program Listing for Date Printed 
 Ontario February 9, 2005 

 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ 
 BaseYear: 1990 Diversion Rate: ND  ND  20  17  26  37  

Program Code Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 4060-SP-CAR 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Concrete/Asphalt/Rubble 
 4080-SP-SGL 1997 PF PF AI AO AO AO 
 Shingles 
 4100-SP-OTH 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Other Special Waste 
 5000-ED-ELC 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO 
 Electronic (radio ,TV, web, hotlines) 
 5010-ED-PRN 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Print (brochures, flyers, guides, news articles) 
 5020-ED-OUT 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Outreach (tech assistance, presentations, awards, fairs, field  
 5030-ED-SCH 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Schools (education and curriculum) 
 6010-PI-EIN 1999 PF 3 PF 3 PF 3 PF SI SO 
 Economic Incentives 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not  NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.  exist or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 

pplication:  PARIS            City was not incorporated or  
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Board Meeting Agenda Item 11 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 3 

Office of Local Assistance Page 5 

Program Listing for Date Printed 

Ontario February 9, 2005 

1995   1996  1997  1998  1999  2000  

BaseYear: 1990 Diversion Rate: ND ND 20 17 26 37 

Program Code Start Status Status Status Status Status Status 

6020-PI-ORD 1999 PF 3 PF 3 PF 3 PF 3 SI SO 

Ordinances 

7000-FR-MRF 1997 PF PF Al AO AO AO 

MRF 

7030-FR-CMF 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO 

Composting Facility 

7040-FR-ADC 1995 Al AO AO AO AO AO 

Alternative Daily Cover 

8000-TR-WTE 1995 Al AO AO AO AO AO 

Waste To Energy 

8020-TR-TRS 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO 

Tires 

9000-HH-PMF 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO 

Permanent Facility 

9010-HH-MPC NA NA NA NA NA NA PF 

Mobile or Periodic Collection 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not NA = 
exist or 

Program did not exist 4 = Insufficient funding. 
5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS City was not incorporated or 
city 

Board Meeting     Agenda Item 11 
March 15-16, 2005     Attachment 3 
 Office of Local Assistance Page 5 
 Program Listing for Date Printed 
 Ontario February 9, 2005 

 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ 
 BaseYear: 1990 Diversion Rate: ND  ND  20  17  26  37  

Program Code Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 6020-PI-ORD 1999 PF 3 PF 3 PF 3 PF 3 SI SO 
 Ordinances 
 7000-FR-MRF 1997 PF PF AI AO AO AO 
 MRF 
 7030-FR-CMF 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Composting Facility 
 7040-FR-ADC 1995 AI AO AO AO AO AO 
 Alternative Daily Cover 
 8000-TR-WTE 1995 AI AO AO AO AO AO 
 Waste To Energy 
 8020-TR-TRS 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Tires 
 9000-HH-PMF 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Permanent Facility 
 9010-HH-MPC NA NA NA NA NA NA PF 
 Mobile or Periodic Collection 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not  NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.  exist or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 

pplication:  PARIS            City was not incorporated or  
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Board Meeting Agenda Item 11 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 3 

Office of Local Assistance Page 6 

Program Listing for Date Printed 

Ontario February 9, 2005 

1995  1996  1997  1998  1999  2000  

BaseYear: 1990 Diversion Rate: ND ND 20 17 26 37 

Program Code Start Status Status Status Status Status Status 

9030-H H-WSE 1998 NA NA NA Al AO AO 

Waste Exchange 

9040-HH-EDP 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO 

Education Programs 

9050-HH-OTH 2001 NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Other HHW 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not NA = 
exist or 

Program did not exist 4 = Insufficient funding. 
5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS City was not incorporated or 
city 

Board Meeting     Agenda Item 11 
March 15-16, 2005     Attachment 3 
 Office of Local Assistance Page 6 
 Program Listing for Date Printed 
 Ontario February 9, 2005 

 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ 
 BaseYear: 1990 Diversion Rate: ND  ND  20  17  26  37  

Program Code Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 9030-HH-WSE 1998 NA NA NA AI AO AO 
 Waste Exchange 
 9040-HH-EDP 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Education Programs 
 9050-HH-OTH 2001 NA NA NA NA NA NA 
 Other HHW 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not  NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.  exist or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 

pplication:  PARIS            City was not incorporated or  
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Board Meeting Agenda Item 11 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 4 

Office of Local Assistance Page 1 

Program Listing for Date Printed 

Ontario February 9,2005 

Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998  1999  2000  2001  2002  
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

1000-SR-XGC N N 1997 NA NA Al AO AO AO AO AO 
Xeriscaping/Grasscycling 

1010-SR-BCM N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Backyard and On-Site Composting/Mulching 

1020-SR-BWR Y Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Business Waste Reduction Program 

1030-SR-PMT N Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Procurement 

1040-SR-SCH N N 1999 NA NA NA NA Al AO AO AO 
School Source Reduction Programs 

1050-SR-GOV N N 1990 AO AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
Government Source Reduction Programs 

1060-SR-MTE Y Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Material Exchange, Thrift Shops 

2000-RC-CRB Y Y 1974 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Residential Curbside 

2020-RC-BYB Y Y 1980 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Residential Buy-Back 

2030-RC-OSP Y Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Commercial On-Site Pickup 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 
or 

4 = Insufficient funding. 
5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 

Board Meeting     Agenda Item 11 
March 15-16, 2005     Attachment 4 
 Office of Local Assistance Page 1 
 Program Listing for Date Printed 
 Ontario February 9,2005 

 Pre 1995 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ ------ 2001 ------ ------ 2002 ------ 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 1000-SR-XGC N N 1997 NA NA AI AO AO AO AO AO 
 Xeriscaping/Grasscycling 

 1010-SR-BCM N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Backyard and On-Site Composting/Mulching 

 1020-SR-BWR Y Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Business Waste Reduction Program 

 1030-SR-PMT N Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Procurement 

 1040-SR-SCH N N 1999 NA NA NA NA AI AO AO AO 
 School Source Reduction Programs 

 1050-SR-GOV N N 1990 AO AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
 Government Source Reduction Programs 

 1060-SR-MTE Y Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Material Exchange, Thrift Shops 

 2000-RC-CRB Y Y 1974 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Residential Curbside 

 2020-RC-BYB Y Y 1980 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Residential Buy-Back 

 2030-RC-OSP Y Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Commercial On-Site Pickup 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 

pplication:  PARIS            city was not incorporated or  
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Board Meeting Agenda Item 11 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 4 

Office of Local Assistance Page 2 

Program Listing for Date Printed 

Ontario February 9,2005 

Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998  1999  2000  2001  2002  
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

2040-RC-SFH N N 1974 AO AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
Commercial Self-Haul 

2050-RC-SCH Y Y 1985 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
School Recycling Programs 

2060-RC-GOV Y Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Government Recycling Programs 

2070-RC-SNL Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Special Collection Seasonal (regular) 

2080-RC-SPE N N 1998 NA NA NA Al AO AO AO AO 
Special Collection Events 

3000-CM-RCG N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Residential Curbside Greenwaste Collection 

3020-CM-COG N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Commercial On-Site Greenwaste Pick-up 

3050-CM-SCH N N 1996 NA Al AO AO AO AO AO AO 
School Composting Programs 

3060-CM-GOV N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Government Composting Programs 

4010-SP-SLG N Y 1998 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 SI 99 SO SO D 2, 4, 8 SI 
Sludge (sewage/industrial) 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 4 = Insufficient funding. 
or 5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 

Board Meeting     Agenda Item 11 
March 15-16, 2005     Attachment 4 
 Office of Local Assistance Page 2 
 Program Listing for Date Printed 
 Ontario February 9,2005 

 Pre 1995 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ ------ 2001 ------ ------ 2002 ------ 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 2040-RC-SFH N N 1974 AO AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
 Commercial Self-Haul 

 2050-RC-SCH Y Y 1985 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 School Recycling Programs 

 2060-RC-GOV Y Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Government Recycling Programs 

 2070-RC-SNL Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Special Collection Seasonal (regular) 

 2080-RC-SPE N N 1998 NA NA NA AI AO AO AO AO 
 Special Collection Events 

 3000-CM-RCG N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Residential Curbside Greenwaste Collection 

 3020-CM-COG N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Commercial On-Site Greenwaste Pick-up 

 3050-CM-SCH N N 1996 NA AI AO AO AO AO AO AO 
 School Composting Programs 

 3060-CM-GOV N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Government Composting Programs 

 4010-SP-SLG N Y 1998 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 SI 99 SO SO D  2, 4, 8 SI 
 Sludge (sewage/industrial) 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 

pplication:  PARIS            city was not incorporated or  
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StrikeOut
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Board Meeting Agenda Item 11 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 4 

Office of Local Assistance Page 3 

Program Listing for Date Printed 

Ontario February 9,2005 

Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998  1999  2000  2001  2002  
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

4020-SP-TRS N Y 1997 PF PF SI SO SO SO SO SO 
Tires 

4030-SP-WHG N Y 1998 PF 99 PF 99 PF 99 SI SO SO SO SO 
White Goods 

4040-SP-SCM Y Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Scrap Metal 

4050-SP-WDW N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Wood Waste 

4060-SP-CAR N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Concrete/Asphalt/Rubble 

4080-SP-SGL N N 1997 PF PF Al AO AO AO AO AO 
Shingles 

4100-SP-OTH Y Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Other Special Waste 

5000-ED-ELC N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Electronic (radio ,TV, web, hotlines) 

5010-ED-PRN Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Print (brochures, flyers, guides, news articles) 

5020-ED-OUT Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Outreach (tech assistance, presentations, awards, 
fairs, field trips) 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 
or 

4 = Insufficient funding. 
5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 

Board Meeting     Agenda Item 11 
March 15-16, 2005     Attachment 4 
 Office of Local Assistance Page 3 
 Program Listing for Date Printed 
 Ontario February 9,2005 

 Pre 1995 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ ------ 2001 ------ ------ 2002 ------ 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 4020-SP-TRS N Y 1997 PF PF SI SO SO SO SO SO 
 Tires 

 4030-SP-WHG N Y 1998 PF 99 PF 99 PF 99 SI SO SO SO SO 
 White Goods 

 4040-SP-SCM Y Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Scrap Metal 

 4050-SP-WDW N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Wood Waste 

 4060-SP-CAR N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Concrete/Asphalt/Rubble 

 4080-SP-SGL N N 1997 PF PF AI AO AO AO AO AO 
 Shingles 

 4100-SP-OTH Y Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Other Special Waste 

 5000-ED-ELC N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Electronic (radio ,TV, web, hotlines) 

 5010-ED-PRN Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Print (brochures, flyers, guides, news articles) 

 5020-ED-OUT Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Outreach (tech assistance, presentations, awards,  
 fairs, field trips) 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 

pplication:  PARIS            city was not incorporated or  
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Board Meeting Agenda Item 11 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 4 

Office of Local Assistance Page 4 

Program Listing for Date Printed 

Ontario February 9,2005 

Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998  1999  2000  2001  2002  
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

5030-ED-SCH Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Schools (education and curriculum) 

6010-PI-EIN N Y 1999 PF 3 PF 3 PF 3 PF SI SO SO SO 
Economic Incentives 

6020-PI-ORD N Y 1999 PF 3 PF 3 PF 3 PF 3 SI SO SO SO 
Ordinances 

7000-FR-MRF N Y 1997 PF PF Al AO AO AO AO AO 
MRF 

7030-FR-CMF N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Composting Facility 

7040-FR-ADC N N 1995 Al AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
Alternative Daily Cover 

8000-TR-WTE N N 1995 Al AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
Waste To Energy 

8020-TR-TRS N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Tires 

9000-HH-PMF Y Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Permanent Facility 

9010-HH-MPC N N NA NA NA NA NA NA PF PF PF 
Mobile or Periodic Collection 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 4 = Insufficient funding. 
or 5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 

Board Meeting     Agenda Item 11 
March 15-16, 2005     Attachment 4 
 Office of Local Assistance Page 4 
 Program Listing for Date Printed 
 Ontario February 9,2005 

 Pre 1995 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ ------ 2001 ------ ------ 2002 ------ 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 5030-ED-SCH Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Schools (education and curriculum) 

 6010-PI-EIN N Y 1999 PF 3 PF 3 PF 3 PF SI SO SO SO 
 Economic Incentives 

 6020-PI-ORD N Y 1999 PF 3 PF 3 PF 3 PF 3 SI SO SO SO 
 Ordinances 

 7000-FR-MRF N Y 1997 PF PF AI AO AO AO AO AO 
 MRF 

 7030-FR-CMF N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Composting Facility 

 7040-FR-ADC N N 1995 AI AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
 Alternative Daily Cover 

 8000-TR-WTE N N 1995 AI AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
 Waste To Energy 

 8020-TR-TRS N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Tires 

 9000-HH-PMF Y Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Permanent Facility 

 9010-HH-MPC N N NA NA NA NA NA NA PF PF PF 
 Mobile or Periodic Collection 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 

pplication:  PARIS            city was not incorporated or  
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Board Meeting Agenda Item 11 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 4 

Office of Local Assistance Page 5 

Program Listing for Date Printed 

Ontario February 9,2005 

Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998  1999  2000  2001  2002  
Program Code Existed Sicted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

9030-H H-WSE N N 1998 NA NA NA Al AO AO AO AO 
Waste Exchange 

9040-HH-EDP Y Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Education Programs 

9050-HH-OTH N N 2001 NA NA NA NA NA NA Al AO 
Other HHW 

Add any additional programs below 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 4 = Insufficient funding. 
or 5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 

Board Meeting     Agenda Item 11 
March 15-16, 2005     Attachment 4 
 Office of Local Assistance Page 5 
 Program Listing for Date Printed 
 Ontario February 9,2005 

 Pre 1995 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ ------ 2001 ------ ------ 2002 ------ 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 9030-HH-WSE N N 1998 NA NA NA AI AO AO AO AO 
 Waste Exchange 

 9040-HH-EDP Y Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Education Programs 

 9050-HH-OTH N N 2001 NA NA NA NA NA NA AI AO 
 Other HHW 

Add any additional programs below 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 
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To request a Time Extension (TE) or Alternative Diversion ReqL;frement (ADR), please complete and sign this form and 
return it to your Office of Local Assistance (OLA) representative at the address below, along with any additional 
information requested by OLA staff. When all documentation has been received, your OLA representative will work with 
you to prepare for your appearance before the Board. If you have any questions about this process, please call (916) 
341-6199 to be connected to your OLA representative. 

Mail completed documents to: 

California Integrated Waste Management Board 
Office of Local Assistance, (MS 25) 
1001 I Street 
PO Box 4025 
Sacramento CA 95812-4025 

General Instructions: 

For a Time Extension complete Sections I, II, Ill-A, IV-A, and V. 

For an Alternative Diversion Requirement complete Sections I, II, Ill-B, IV-B and V. 

Section I: Jurisdiction Information and Certification 
All respondents must complete this section. 

I certify under penalty of perjury that the information in this document is true and correct to the best of my knowledge, 
and that I am authorized to make this certification on behalf of: 

v 
Jurisdiction Name 

City of Ontario 

County 

San Bernardino 

Authorized Signat Title 

Director of Public Works/Community Services 

Type/Print Name of Pe , S ning 

Kenneth L. Jeske 

Date 

1/10/2005 

Phone 

(909) 395-2600 

Person Completing This Form (please print or type) 

Michelle Nicholls 
SCS Engineers 

Title 

Consultant 

Phone 

(562)426-9544 

E-mail Address 

mnicholls@scsengineers.com  

Fax 

(562)427-0805 

Mailing Address 

1425 S. Bon View 

City 

Ontario 

State 

CA 

ZIP Code 

91761 
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Section II: Cover Sheet 

This cover sheet is to be completed for each Time Extension (TE) or Alternative Diversion 
Requirement (ADR) requested. 

1. Eligibility 
Has your jurisdiction filed its Source Reduction and Recycling Element, Household Hazardous Waste 
Element, and Nondisposal Facility Element with the Board (must have been filed by July 1, 1998 if you are 
requesting an ADR)? 

❑ No. If no, stop; not eligible for a TE or ADR. 

Yes. If yes, then eligible for a TE or ADR. 

2. Specific Request and Length of Request 

Please specify the request desired. 

I1 Time Extension Request 

Specific years requested 

Is this a second request? ❑ No ' Yes Specific years requested. 2004, 2005 
(Note: Requests for an additional extension will need to address why the jurisdiction's efforts to 
meet the 50% goal by the end of the first extension were not successful.) 

❑ Alternative Diversion Requirement Request (Not allowed for Regional Agencies). 

Specific ADR requested _ %, for the years_ . 

Is this a second ADR request? ❑ No ❑ Yes Specific ADR requested %, for the _ 
years _ 

(Note: Requests for an additional ADR will need to address why the jurisdiction's efforts to meet 
50% by the end of the first ADR period were not successful.) 

Note: Extensions may be requested anytime by a jurisdiction, but will only be effective in the years from 
January 1, 2000 to January 1, 2006. An original request for a TE/ADR may be granted for any period up to 
three years and subsequent requests for TE/ADR may extend the original request or be based on new 
circumstances but the total number of years for all requests cannot total more than five years or extend 
beyond January 1, 2006. 
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Section IIIA: TIME EXTENSION 

Within this section, discuss your jurisdiction's progress in implementing diversion programs that 
were planned to achieve 50%. Provide any additional information that demonstrates "good faith 
effort." The CIWMB shall determine your jurisdiction's progress in demonstrating "good faith 
effort" towards complying with AB 939. Note: The answers to each question should be 
comprehensive and provide specific details regarding the jurisdiction's situation. 

Attach additional sheets if necessary—please reference each response to the appropriate cell number (e.g., NIA-I). 

1. Why does your jurisdiction need more time to meet the 50% goal? Describe why SRRE 
programs did not achieve 50% diversion. Identify barriers to meeting the 50% goal and 
how they will be overcome. 

See Attachment —  IIIA-1 

selected 
briefly indicate 

2. Why does your jurisdiction need the amount of time requested? Describe any relevant 
the jurisdiction that contribute to the need for a Time Extension. 

See Attachment —  IIIA-2 

circumstances in 

3. Describe your jurisdiction's Good Faith Efforts to implement the programs in its SRRE. 

See Attachment —  IIIA-3 

4. Provide any additional relevant information that supports the request. 

See Attachment — IIIA-4 
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Section IIIB: ALTERNATIVE DIVERSION REQUIREMENT 

Within this section, discuss your jurisdiction's progress in implementing diversion programs that were 
planned to achieve 50%. Provide any additional information that demonstrates "good faith effort." The 
CIWMB shall determine your jurisdiction's efforts in demonstrating "good faith effort" towards complying 
with AB 939. Note: The answers to each question should be comprehensive and provide specific details 
regarding the jurisdiction's situation. 
Attach additional sheets if necessary please reference each response to the appropriate cell number (e.g., II/B-
1.). 

1. Why does your jurisdiction need and Alternative Diversion Requirement? Describe why SRRE selected 
programs did not achieve 50% diversion. Identify barriers to meeting the 50% goal and briefly indicate how 
they will be overcome. 

N/A - Filing for a time extension request. 

2. Why is your jurisdiction requesting an Alternative Diversion Requirement in lieu of a Time Extension? 

N/A - Filing for a time extension request. 

3. Describe your jurisdiction's Good Faith Efforts to implement the programs in its SRRE. 

N/A - Filing for a time extension request. 

4. Describe any relevant circumstances in the jurisdiction that contribute to the need for an ADR. Provide 
any relevant information that supports the request. 

N/A - Filing for a time extension request. 
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Section IV A: PLAN OF CORRECTION 

A Plan of Correction is required by 
description of the actions the jurisdiction 
Extension. 
Attach additional sheets if necessary. 

PRC Section 41820(a)(6)(B). The plan is fundamentally a 
will take to meet the 50% goal by the expiration of the Time 

Residential % 27 Non-residential % 73 

PROGRAM TYPE 

Please use the Board's 
Program Types. The 
Program Glossary is 
online at: 

www.ciwmb.ca.gov/ 
LGCentral/PARIS/Codes/ 
Reduce.htm 

NEW or 
EXPAND 

DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM 

DIVERSION  

FUNDING 
SOURCE 

DATE FULLY 
COMPLETED 

ESTIMATED 
PERCENT 

2030-RC-OSP 
Commercial Recycling 

EXPAND Complete business waste audits and provide technical 
assistance to businesses to obtain the correct level of 
service, including the addition of commingled recycling. 
The City has contracted a full-time employee who began 
waste audits in November 2004. This employee has 
been hired permanently by the City 

Incorporate the Commercial Select program into the 
commingled program. 

Increase the number of commingled recycling service 
customers in the City through increased targeted 
outreach to specific businesses. The City may consider 
a wet/dry route in the future, depending on recovery 
market conditions, and addition of e-waste recycling for 
the commercial sector. 

Provide additional services to commercial sector through 
additional economic incentives, such as grants to 
purchase recycling equipment (balers, etc), free bins for 
"Clean your Files Day" events. 

Waste 
Collection 
Fees 

ongoing 2% additional 

2090-RC-OTH 
Public Venue Recycling 

NEW Work with convention center, airport and private 
recyclers to formalize recycling programs and provide 
program reporting to City. These programs will focus on 
onsite pickup of commingled recyclables, particularly 
paper products and beverage containers. Special 
vendor move-in/move-out procedures will be 
implemented to recycle trade show waste from exhibit 
halls. It may be possible to implement a food waste 
diversion program as well, depending on the composting 
market. 

Work with neighboring City that hosts a local auto racing 
track to promote recycling at the restaurants and hotels 
that are used during race events. This will include 
implementation of onsite collection of commingled 
recyclables at these locations. 

Special 
Fund 

• 

2005 1% additional 

3020-CM-COG 
Street Sweeping Diversion 

EXPAND Modify contract with street sweeping company to send 
all material to local MRF for processing, and require 
monthly reports of diverted tonnage. 

Special 
Fund 

2004 .5% additional 

3020-CM-COG 
Commercial On-Site 
Greenwaste Pick-Up 

EXPAND Provide additional bin sizes for collection services and 
modify rate structure so that recycling is much less 
expensive than refuse service. Work with property 
managers and landscapers to use service and keep 
greenwaste out of refuse bins. 

City Refuse 
Collection 
Fees 

2005 1.5% 
additional 
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4050-SP-WDW 
Wood Waste 

EXPAND The majority of the market for this program consists of 
manufacturers located in the City. A list of businesses 
who potentially have wood waste and sawdust to divert 
continue to be contacted to take advantage of reduced 
collection fees through City recycling program. 

City Refuse 
Collection 
Fees 

2005 1% additional 

6020-PI-ORD 
CDI Ordinance 

NEW Enforce CDI diversion ordinance that was passed in 
2003. All projects over $100,000 in value and all re- 
roofing projects are required to divert at least 50% of 
waste generated from the project. Permit applicant is 
required to prepare a waste management plan and 
submit documentation verifying diversion activities from 
project. Projects not covered under the ordinance are 
still encouraged to divert as much as possible and 
recycling information is handed to all permit applicants. 

City is currently working out a contract to establish a 
special reduced rate for Ontario inert material with the 
local inert recycling facility. 

Training will be conducted with the building/housing 
department staff, and Public Works staff will establish 
and maintain a database to track the quantities of 
materials diverted from projects. 

A comprehensive C&D recycling booklet will be made 
available in Q1 2005 for all project applicants. 

All City projects are required to divert at least 50% of 
waste generated from the project. This continued 
practice has huge potential with the current and 
continued expansion of the Public Works Agency. The 
compounded results will produce a significant decrease 
in disposal amounts. 

The amount of recycled C&D has increased over 100 
tons per month in 2004 from the previous year. With the 
support and enforcement of ordinance, we plan to divert 
an additional 650 tons/months. 

Waste 
Collection 
Fees 

2005 2% 

Total Estimated Diversion Percent From New and/or Expanded Programs 
8% 

Current Diversion Rate Percent From Latest Annual Report 45% 

Total Planned Diversion Percent Estimated 53% 
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PROGRAMS SUPPORTING DIVERSION ACTIVITIES 

PROGRAM TYPE NEW or 
EXPANDED 

DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM DATE FULLY 
COMPLETED 

5020-ED-OUT EXPANDED Continue to support WRAP applications and submit new 
applications from candidates found during waste audits, recycled 
content fair and Chamber of Commerce. City conducts a 
recognition ceremony at the Council meetings to additionally 
promote the WRAP awards. 

Work with Convention Center and Ontario Mills mall to enhance 
recycling programs and provide technical assistance to restaurants 
and hotels that support a racetrack in a neighboring city. 

Provide technical assistance to commercial sector to recruit more 
businesses to receive recycling services offered by the City. 

Chamber of Commerce mixers will be attended monthly and 
advertisements with Chamber will be conducted a minimum of 
once a quarter. City will also work with the Latino Business Council 
to reach out to all business segments of the community to expand 
our recycling potential. 

Business Newsletter Publication will be sent to all businesses 
annually. It will be available online and sent electronically to all 
businesses in our assessment database. 

Ongoing 

7050-FR-OTH 

Regional Diversion Facilities 

NEW Work with Regional Diversion Facilities to provide accurate 
reporting each year and complete Reporting Year Disposal 
Tonnage Modification Request and Certification. 

Ongoing 

1030-SR-PMT 
Procurement 

EXPAND City has expanded Procurement language in the Ordinance and 
pushed heavily for more recycled content purchases. As a result, 
City is printing letterhead and business cards on recycled content 
paper to promote recycled-content product market. 

2005 

6020-PI-ORD 

Private Recycler Reporting and 
Permitting 

EXPAND City ordinance that requires all private recyclers with business 
licenses and permits in the City to provide reports on a monthly 
basis. This ordinance will be enforced through the licensing 
process and permitting process. The improved tracking and 
database methods will enhance this requirement. 

2005 

NEW Complete 2003 New Base Year Request early 2005 

Section V: PARIS 

Office of Local Assistance 
Information System (PARIS) 
the Jurisdiction have updates 
Report submitted to the 
printout showing updates 

staff will be 
database 

or revisions 
Board, please 

or revisions. 

Assistance 
the Board's website at www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/PARIS/.  

reviewing your Jurisdiction's Planning Annual 
printout as part of the evaluation of your request. 

to the program implementation from the latest 

Report 
Should 

Annual 
database 

or go to 

attach to the application the Jurisdiction's PARIS 

Representative at (916) 341-6199 for a copy of PARIS, Contact your Office of Local 

Board Meeting
March 15-16, 2005

Agenda Item 11 
      Attachment 5



Board Meeting - Agenda Item 11 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 5 

City of Ontario 
SB 1066 2nd  Time Extension 

Section IIIA 

IIIA-1 
The City of Ontario anticipated meeting the 50% goal with the 1st  Time Extension (TE), 
which expired in December 2003. The 1st  TE listed several program types in the Plan of 
Correction; the Commercial Commingled Program, Commercial Green waste Collection, 
Inert Recycling Collection, (all of which were expanded programs), and the Electronic 
Waste Recycling Program, a new program for the City. Though progress was made in 
implementing these program types, the City needs additional time to complete the hiring 
of additional staff to fully implement these programs, to allow time for the Integrated 
Waste Management Board to consider approval of the recently submitted Diversion Rate 
Study and for the City to conduct a new base year study to more accurately reflect the 
solid waste activities in the City. 

Ontario has experienced growth at a rate that has exceeded our ability to respond and 
implement many of the commercial programs. For this reason, we added additional 
administration staff in 2004 to support the recycling programs. In addition, the City hired 
a contractor and added a full-time Senior Environmental Technician. Duties include full 
implementation of the Construction and Demolition Ordinance, conducting waste 
assessments and implementing the private hauler-permitting program. Since 73% of 
waste generation is within the commercial sector and we anticipate additional growth, 
successful implementation of these programs is imperative. Presently, the City is also 
recruiting for a Solid Waste Administrative Manager who will have direct oversight of all 
recycling programs. 

As mentioned above, the Commercial Commingled Program expansion was implemented 
as a result of the 1St  TE however, there were a number of barriers that prevented the full 
success of this program. These barriers include inadequate staffing to conduct outreach 
for assessments, insufficient financial incentives, the inability to compete with private 
recyclers that offer free service and do not report diversion tonnages to the City, and lack 
of interest by the businesses. 

In order to address some of the barriers, the City has become more involved in the 
number and type of outreach activities. For instance, in 2003, 13 assessments were 
conducted. In 2004 however, a Contractor was hired and 70 assessments were 
completed. The targeted businesses included those who divert large amounts of 
recyclable material as well as those who may benefit from a recycling program. The City 
plans to continue conducting a considerable amount of assessments in 2005 targeted at 
high refuse generators. Preliminary efforts indicate that many businesses are doing a 
good job at diverting materials with some needing only fine tuning to divert all possible 
recyclables and many others that require extensive education regarding the City's 
programs. To ensure that the assessment recommendations have a better probability of 
being implemented, the City recently started conducting follow-up phone calls to 
businesses that participated in waste assessments, had received recommendations for 
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Section IIIA 

additional recycling opportunities or cost savings suggestions. Of course, 
implementation of recommended recycling programs at these businesses is often a 
business decision. In consideration of this fact, the City passed an additional rate change 
in December 2003 and again, in December 2004 to provide more economic commercial 
incentives for businesses to recycle. A comprehensive rate study was also kicked off in 
early January 2005 and enhancements to the existing economic incentives for commercial 
businesses will be a focal point of the study. 

As mentioned earlier, private recyclers often offer free services or pay the business for 
their recyclable material. There are numerous recyclers that conduct this type of business 
in the City according to City licensing records, and their diversion records are not 
presently reported to the City. To overcome this obstacle, the City passed an Ordinance 
requiring all private recyclers to obtain a permit with the City and report diversion 
tonnages hauled from Ontario businesses on a monthly basis. This program is being 
implemented in early 2005; its results will not be fully realized until the end of 2005. 

The City has also significantly increased involvement with the Chamber of Commerce in 
2004 and will continue to increase its participation in 2005 as well. This interaction 
allows City staff to expose the "business of recycling" to many viable and active 
businesses in the community. Ontario is hopeful that multiple productive contacts will 
continue to be made. In addition, the City of Ontario has advertised the commercial 
recycling programs once a quarter in the Ontario Business Journal and mailed the "City 
of Ontario Business Newsletter" to all businesses in March 2004. A second edition is 
scheduled for mailing in April 2005. The publication will also be sent electronically to 
all businesses that have had assessments and will be available on the City's website in 
2005. 

As a component to the Commercial Commingled Recycling Collection program, a 
Commercial Select load route was also implemented. The Commercial Select load route 
consists of collecting refuse bins that contain significant amounts of recyclable materials 
and processing them at the Material Recycling Facility (MRF) for a sorting fee. During 
2004, the Commercial Select load route diverted 100 tons per month which is a 30% 
increase from 2003. This program has been successful with the help of the solid waste 
collectors who were trained to identify potential high recyclable loads. Due to the 
positive results from this pilot program, the City will continue to expand Commercial 
Select loads through observation of roll-offs. In addition, the City plans to transition the 
majority of the current Commercial Select loads to the commingled service. 

Additional efforts and modifications to Commercial Collection may include economic 
incentives with recycling equipment purchases and special free collection events, such as 
"Clean Your Files Day". The City would also consider addition of a wet/dry route if 
other modifications to the programs do not result in increased diversion. 

The Commercial Green Waste Program also experienced barriers that prevented fully 
achieving program goals. These included weak economic incentives and insufficient 
outreach. Subsequently, the overall demand for the green waste program was low. In 
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order to overcome these barriers, the green waste 1.5-yard bin rate was reduced in 
December 2004, making it more economically feasibly to separate green waste rather 
than mix with loads going to landfill. This material type will also be closely looked at in 
the rate study in order to expand bin sizes and increase economic incentives to encourage 
use. In addition, an education program will be initiated for over 40 multi-family 
complexes as well as businesses with large landscaped areas in order to eliminate the 
practice of contracted landscapers using commercial refuse bins to dispose of green 
waste. 

IIIA-2 & IIIA-3 

Foundation work needed to begin new programs, such as adoption of Ordinances and 
development of program materials, has nearly been completed in late 2003 and 2004. 
Full project implementation will be fully realized in calendar year 2005. This work 
includes completing Construction and Demolition Recycling program information 
packets, continued coordination with the City's Building Department, training for City 
customer service staff who accept bin orders and a special inert Construction and 
Demolition rate. A long-term contract securing Construction and Demolition material 
processing is scheduled for City Council adoption in February 2005. The City has also 
done its part to separate materials generated by Public Works activities such as street 
maintenance and utilities work. A separate Construction and Demolition bin has been 
placed at the Public Works Center and City staff have been trained to separate materials 
appropriately. 

The City's street sweeping and green waste contracts were amended in 2004 to require 
contractors to submit monthly data regarding the recycling of said material. The 
appropriate material is now processed and recycled at the West Valley MRF. The City is 
also working closely with the Ontario Convention Center and Ontario Mills Regional 
Mall to improve their recycling programs. The Convention Center will be the site of the 
upcoming Recycled Product Trade Show sponsored by the CIWMB. 

The City continues to divert electronic waste; this was a new program in the 1st  TE. The 
City achieved Certified Collector Status as of January 1, 2005 and has adopted a multi-
year contract with an Electronics Processor. 

A pilot wood waste route program was also launched in August of 2003 in an effort to 
meet the mandated recycling goals. Within the first six months of the program, the City 
collected 20 tons/month. This was increased after six months of implementation to 100 
tons/month. The City anticipates that collection will increase to 150 tons/month within 
the next six months. 

IIIA-4 

The City has made good progress with the programs outlined in the first time extension. 
It has also revealed some data errors that have misrepresented diversion numbers. These 
errors refer to the misreporting of land filled tonnage from a few large regional diversion 
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facilities located in Ontario. The misreporting has contributes substantially to increased 
disposal tonnage for the City. Documentation to correct these errors has been submitted 
to the Waste Management Board for consideration. In addition, since our original base 
year study in 1990, the City has added 21% to its population, a total of approximately 
42,000 people. This growth will continue heavily in the next three decades as 8,069 acres 
of newly annexed area begins to develop. As a note, the City is sensitive to the fact that a 
new base year will not allow us to reach the 50% diversion goal on its own, also needed 
is the continued expansion of programs as committed to in the 1st  TE. We are continuing 
that commitment. This commitment is evident in the assistance from one middle 
management administrative staff person (Environmental Programs Manager), a newly 
hired Senior Environmental Technician, and the new senior level position (Solid Waste 
Administrative Manager), which is scheduled to be filled in 2005, changes to City 
Ordinances providing more economic incentives to recycle and implementation of 
programs. 

Despite tremendous increases in growth, the City has continued to make progress. 
Though program successes have not been achieved immediately, the process of 
implementation, evaluation and revision continues. The City is committed to achieve the 
50% goal by the end of 2005. 

Board Meeting
March 15-16, 2005

Agenda Item 11
     Attachment 5



Board Meeting 
March 15-16, 2005 

Agenda Item 11 
Attachment 6 

To request a Time Extension (TE) or Alternative Diversion Requirement (ADR), please complete and sign this request 
sheet and return it to your Office of Local Assistance (OLA) representative at the address below, along with any additional 
information requested by OLA staff. When all documentation has been received, your OLA representative will work with 
you to prepare for your appearance before the Board. If you have any questions about this process, please call (916) 
341-6199 to be connected to your OLA representative. 

Mail completed documents to: 

California Integrated Waste Management Board 
Office of Local Assistance, (MS 25) 
1001 I Street 
PO Box 4025 
Sacramento CA 95812-4025 

General Instructions: 

For a Time Extension complete Sections I, II, Ill-A, IV-A, and V. 

For an Alternative Diversion Requirement complete Sections I, II, Ill-B, IV-B and V. 

Section I: Jurisdiction Information and Certification 
All respondents must complete this section. 

I certify under penalty of perjury that the information in this document is true and correct to the best 
and that I am authorized to make this certification on behalf of: 

of my knowledge, 

Jurisdiction Name 

City of Santee 

County 

San Diego 

Authorized Si nature 

61tk 

Title 

Director of Community Services 

Type/Print Name of Person Signing 

John W. Coates 

Date 

3 -.2 5 - 4,  .5 

Phone 

(619) 258-4100 X125 

Person Completing This Form (please print or type) 

Edward V. Ruiz 

Title 

Senior Analyst 

Phone 

(619)258-410G X128 

E-mail Address 

eruiz@ci.surnee.ca.us  

Fax 

(619)258-4189 

Mailing Address 

10601 Magnolia Avenue 

City 

Santee 

State 

CA 

ZIP Code 

92071 
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Section II—Cover Sheet 

This cover sheet is to be completed for each Time Extension (TE) or Alternative Diversion 
Requirement (ADR) requested. 

1. Eligibility 
Has your jurisdiction filed its Source Reduction and Recycling Element, Household Hazardous Waste 
Element, and Nondisposal Facility Element with the Board (must have been filed by July 1, 1998 if you are 
requesting an ADR)? 

❑ No. If no, stop; not eligible for a TE or ADR. 

►/ Yes. If yes, then eligible for a TE or ADR. 

2. Specific Request and Length of Request 

Please specify the request desired. 

12 Time Extension Request 

Specific years requested (1) _One 

Is this a second request? ❑ No 1 Yes Specific years requested. (1) _One 
(Note: Requests for an additional extension will need to address why the jurisdiction's efforts to 
meet the 50% goal by the end of the first extension were not successful.) 

❑ Alternative Diversion Requirement Request (Not allowed for Regional Agencies). 

Specific ADR requested %, for the years_ . _ 

Is this a second ADR request? ❑ No ❑ Yes Specific ADR requested %, for the _ 
years _ 

(Note: Requests for an additional ADR will need to address why the jurisdiction's efforts to meet 
50% by the end of the first ADR period were not successful.) 

Note: Extensions may be requested anytime by a jurisdiction, but will only be effective in the years from 
January 1, 2000 to January 1, 2006. An original request for a TE/ADR may be granted for any period up to 
three years and subsequent requests for TE/ADR may extend the original request or be based on new 
circumstances but the total number of years for all requests cannot total more than five years or extend 
beyond January 1, 2006. 
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Section IIIA—TIME EXTENSION 

Within this section, discuss your jurisdiction's progress in implementing diversion programs that 
were planned to achieve 50%. Provide any additional information that demonstrates "good faith 
effort." The CIWMB shall determine your jurisdiction's progress in demonstrating "good faith 
effort" towards complying with AB 939. Note: The answers to each question should be 
comprehensive and provide specific details regarding the jurisdiction's situation. 

Attach additional sheets if necessary—please reference each response to the appropriate cell number (e.g., IIIA-1). 

1. Why does your jurisdiction need more time to meet the 50% goal? Describe why SRRE selected 
programs did not achieve 50% diversion. Identify barriers to meeting the 50% goal and briefly indicate 
how they will be overcome. 

The City of Santee has met its 1066 ADR requirement of 41.1% as it has a State recognized diversion rate of 
47%. It has also complied with all but one of the programs that were listed on the 1066 ADR. The City has not 
adopted a Construction and Demolition (C&D) ordinance. Over the past two years, the Technical Advisory 
Committee (TAC) of the Integrated Solid Waste Management Local Task Force, of which Santee is a member, 
has been working to create a draft C&D policy/ordinance. On December 29, 2004, TAC distributed the draft 
C&D policy/ordinance to all jurisdictions in San Diego County to consider for adoption. As the 1066 ADR 
deadline was December 31, 2004, the City of Santee is requesting a one-year time extension to allow for the 
adoption of a C&D policy/ordinance. 

With regards to the 50% diversion rate requirement, the City of Santee recently applied for Base Year 
adjustment. If the Base Year application is approved by the California Integrated Waste Management Board, .. 
Santee's diversion rate will be at 55%, thus exceeding the States 50% diversion rate requirement.:; J. , ',..r. 

2. Why does your jurisdiction need the amount of time requested? Describe any relevant cirdunistancesTim! 
the jurisdiction that contribute to the need for a Time Extension. ;;;- 1 ,,,:i ,  :-: i ' :, :,- 

Over the past two years, the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) of the Integrated Solid Waste: Management 
Local Task Force, of which Santee is a member, has been working to create a draft C&D policy/ordinance. On 
December 29, 2004, TAC distributed the draft C&D policy/ordinance to all jurisdictions in San Diego County to 
consider for adoption. As the 1066 ADR deadline was December 31, 2004, the City of Santee is requesting a 
one-year time extension to allow for the adoption of a C&D policy/ordinance. 

3. Describe your jurisdiction's Good Faith Efforts to implement the programs in its SRRE. 

The City of Santee has made a Good Faith Effort as it has met its 1066 ADR requirement of 41.1%. Santee has a 
State recognized diversion rate of 47%. The City of Santee has implemented all but one of the programs listed on 
the 1066 ADR, which are also part of its SRRE. Santee has not adopted a C&D ordinance. Over the past two 
years, the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) of the Integrated Solid Waste Management Local Task Force, of 
which Santee is a member, has been working to create a draft C&D ordinance. On December 29, 2004, TAC 
distributed the draft C&D policy/ordinance to all jurisdictions in San Diego County to consider for adoption. As the 
1066 ADR deadline was December 31, 2004, the City of Santee is requesting a one-year time extension to allow 
for the adoption of a C&D policy/ordinance. 

With regards to the 50% diversion rate requirement, the City of Santee recently applied for Base Year adjustment. 
If the Base Year application is approved by the California Integrated Waste Management Board, Santee's diversion 
rate will be at 55% thus exceeding the States 50% diversion rate requirement 

4. Provide any additional relevant information that supports the request. 
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Section IIIB—ALTERNATIVE DIVERSION REQUIREMENT 

Within this section, discuss your jurisdiction's progress in implementing diversion programs that 
were planned to achieve 50%. Provide any additional information that demonstrates "good faith 
effort." The CIWMB shall determine your jurisdiction's efforts in demonstrating "good faith 
effort" towards complying with AB 939. Note: The answers to each question should be 
comprehensive and provide specific details regarding the jurisdiction's situation. 
Attach additional sheets if necessary—please reference each response to the appropriate cell number (e.g., 1118-1.). 

1. Why does your jurisdiction need and Alternative Diversion Requirement? Describe why SRRE selected 
programs did not achieve 50% diversion. Identify barriers to meeting the 50% goal and briefly indicate how 
they will be overcome. 

2. Why is your jurisdiction requesting an Alternative Diversion Requirement in lieu of a Time Extension? 

. • ; ) , 

3. Describe your jurisdiction's Good Faith Efforts to implement the programs in its SRRE. 

4. Describe any relevant circumstances in the jurisdiction that contribute to the need for an ADR. Provide 
any relevant information that supports the request. 
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Section IV A—PLAN OF CORRECTION 

A Plan of Correction is required by PRC Section 41820(a)(6)(B). The plan is fundamentally a 
description of the actions the jurisdiction will take to meet the 50% goal by the expiration of the Time 
Extension. 
Attach additional sheets if necessary. 

Residential % 28 Non-residential % 72 

PROGRAM TYPE 

Please use the Board's 
Program Types. The 
Program Glossary is 
online at: 

www.ciwmb.ca.gov/ 
LGCentral/PARIS/Codes/ 
Reduce.htm 

NEW or 
EXPAND 

DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM 

DIVERSION  

FUNDING 
SOURCE 

DATE FULLY 
COMPLETED 

ESTIMATED 
PERCENT 

4060-SP-CAR Expand 

The City and Hauler will target the construction industry 
to divert more construction and demolition waste from 
the landfill. 

Franchise 
Fee 

12/2005 3 

Total Estimated Diversion Percent From New and/or Expanded Programs 
3 

Current Diversion Rate Percent From Latest Annual Report 47 

Total Planned Diversion Percent Estimated 50 

PROGRAMS SUPPORTING DIVERSION ACTIVITIES 

PROGRAM TYPE NEW or 
EXPANDED 

DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM DATE FULLY 
COMPLETED 

Policy/Ordinance Expand The City will be adopting a policy/ordinance requiring reporting of 
construction and demolition waste diversion efforts. 

12/2005 
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Section IV B—GOAL ACHIEVEMENT 

Goal Achievement describes the activities the jurisdiction will use to achieve the ADR. 
Attach additional sheets if necessary.. 

Residential % Non-residential % 

PROGRAM TYPE 

Please use the 
Board's Program 
Types. The Program 
Glossary is online at: 

www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LG  
Central/PARIS/Codes/ 
Reduce.htm 

NEW or 
EXPAND 

DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM 

DIVERSION  

FUNDING 
SOURCE 

DATE FULLY 
COMPLETED 

ESTIMATED 
PERCENT 

Total Estimated Diversion Percent From New and/or Expanded Programs 

Current Diversion Rate Percent From Latest Annual Report 

Total Planned Diversion Percent Estimated 

PROGRAMS SUPPORTING DIVERSION ACTIVITIES 

PROGRAM TYPE NEW or 
EXPAND 

DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM DATE FULLY 
COMPLETED 
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Section V — PARIS 

Office of Local Assistance staff will be reviewing your Jurisdiction's Planning Annual Report 
Information System (PARIS) database printout as part of the evaluation of your request. Should 
the Jurisdiction have updates or revisions to the program implementation from the latest Annual 
Report submitted to the Board, please attach to the application the Jurisdiction's 
printout showing updates or revisions. 

PARIS database 

Contact your Office of Local Assistance Representative at (916) 341-6199 for a copy of 
the Board's website at www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/PARIS/.  

PARIS, or go to 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-69 

Consideration Of A Second SB1066 Time Extension Application By The Following 
Jurisdictions; City Of Ontario, San Bernardino County; And The City of Santee, San Diego 
County 

WHEREAS, Senate Bill (SB) 1066 modified Public Resources Code (PRC) Sections 41820 and 41785 
for multiple year and multiple requests from jurisdictions for Time Extensions or Alternative Diversion 
Requirements in meeting the 50 percent diversion requirement; and 

WHEREAS, the Board has previously approved each of the above-listed jurisdictions'first SB1066 Time 
Extension Application; and 

WHEREAS, the jurisdictions have subsequently found that they need additional time to either implement, 
fully implement, or expand those programs described in their respective second SB1066 Time Extension 
requests; and 

WHEREAS, based on staff's review of the jurisdictions' progress to-date in implementing the programs 
described in their respective first Plan of Correction, Board staff believes that each jurisdiction has made 
a good faith effort to implement those programs, but needs additional time to either implement, fully 
implement, or expand the programs described in its second Plan of Correction; and 

WHEREAS, the jurisdictions have submitted the necessary information and documentation required in a 
completed SB1066 Time Extension application; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby accepts these jurisdictions' second 
SB 1066 Time Extension applications for a second extension through December 31, 2005, to implement 
their respective SRREs and to meet the 50 percent diversion requirement. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board directs these jurisdictions to report on their 
progress in implementing their Plan of Correction by submitting a six month status report, and a final 
report at the end of the extension in conjunction with the annual report. 

CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly 
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 

Dated: 

Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-69 

Consideration Of A Second SB1066 Time Extension Application By The Following 
Jurisdictions; City Of Ontario, San Bernardino County; And The City of Santee, San Diego 
County 
 
WHEREAS, Senate Bill (SB) 1066 modified Public Resources Code (PRC) Sections 41820 and 41785 
for multiple year and multiple requests from jurisdictions for Time Extensions or Alternative Diversion 
Requirements in meeting the 50 percent diversion requirement; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Board has previously approved each of the above-listed jurisdictions’first SB1066 Time 
Extension Application; and 
 
WHEREAS, the jurisdictions have subsequently found that they need additional time to either implement, 
fully implement, or expand those programs described in their respective second SB1066 Time Extension 
requests; and 
 
WHEREAS, based on staff’s review of the jurisdictions’ progress to-date in implementing the programs 
described in their respective first Plan of Correction, Board staff believes that each jurisdiction has made 
a good faith effort to implement those programs, but needs additional time to either implement, fully 
implement, or expand the programs described in its second Plan of Correction; and 
 
WHEREAS, the jurisdictions have submitted the necessary information and documentation required in a 
completed SB1066 Time Extension application;  
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby accepts these jurisdictions’ second 
SB 1066 Time Extension applications for a second extension through December 31, 2005, to implement 
their respective SRREs and to meet the 50 percent diversion requirement. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board directs these jurisdictions to report on their 
progress in implementing their Plan of Correction by submitting a six month status report, and a final 
report at the end of the extension in conjunction with the annual report. 
 

CERTIFICATION 
 
The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly 
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 
 
Dated:   
 
 
 
Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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ITEM 
Consideration Of A Second SB1066 Application By The City Of Kerman, Fresno County 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
The City of Kerman (City) has submitted to the California Integrated Waste Management 
Board (Board) a second Senate Bill (SB) 1066 Application. The first application was for 
an Alternative Diversion Requirement (ADR) request, which was granted by the Board in 
February, 2003. This second application is for a Time Extension (TE) request. Public 
Resources Code (PRC) Section 41820 allows a jurisdiction that has not achieved the 
diversion requirement of PRC Section 41780 to petition for one or more time extensions 
to meeting the 50 percent diversion requirement for a maximum of five years; no 
extension may be effective beyond January 1, 2006. 

The City's first SB1066 ADR has ended, and despite its efforts to meet the timeline in its 
Goal Achievement Plan (GAP), the City will need additional time to implement programs 
proposed in its first SB1066 ADR request, and implement additional programs. Staff's 
analysis of this second SB1066 TE request is that it is reasonable given the barriers the 
City has faced, as explained in Attachment 1 of this item. 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
The Board approved the City's first SB1066 ADR request at the February 11, 2003, 
Board meeting. 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
1. The Board may approve the City's application as submitted for a second extension to the 

2000 diversion requirement on the basis of its good faith efforts to-date to implement its 
Goal Achievement Plan from the first 1066 request and plans for future implementation. 

2. The Board may approve the City's application as may be modified by the City at the 
Board meeting. 

3. The Board may accept the application as submitted, and also make recommendations 
that the City implement alternative programs that it believes should be added to the 
new Plan of Correction for it to be successful. 

4. The Board may make recommendations for the implementation of alternative programs that 
it believes the City should add for its new Plan of Correction to be successful, and continue 
the item to the next Board meeting to allow the City time to revise its application. 

5. The Board may disapprove the City's application and allow the City to revise and 
resubmit the application based on the Board's specified reasons for disapproval. 

6. The Board may disapprove the City's application and direct staff to commence the 
process to issue a compliance order because the Board's specified reasons for 
disapproval cannot be addressed by a revised application. 

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends the Board adopt option No. 3: The Board may accept the application as 
submitted, and also make recommendations that the City implement alternative programs 
that it believes should be added to the new Plan of Correction for it to be successful. 
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March 15-16, 2005 
AGENDA ITEM 12 

ITEM 
Consideration Of A Second SB1066 Application By The City Of Kerman, Fresno County 
I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 

The City of Kerman (City) has submitted to the California Integrated Waste Management 
Board (Board) a second Senate Bill (SB) 1066 Application. The first application was for 
an Alternative Diversion Requirement (ADR) request, which was granted by the Board in 
February, 2003. This second application is for a Time Extension (TE) request.  Public 
Resources Code (PRC) Section 41820 allows a jurisdiction that has not achieved the 
diversion requirement of PRC Section 41780 to petition for one or more time extensions 
to meeting the 50 percent diversion requirement for a maximum of five years; no 
extension may be effective beyond January 1, 2006.  
 
The City’s first SB1066 ADR has ended, and despite its efforts to meet the timeline in its 
Goal Achievement Plan (GAP), the City will need additional time to implement programs 
proposed in its first SB1066 ADR request, and implement additional programs.  Staff’s 
analysis of this second SB1066 TE request is that it is reasonable given the barriers the 
City has faced, as explained in Attachment 1 of this item. 
 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
The Board approved the City’s first SB1066 ADR request at the February 11, 2003, 
Board meeting.  
 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
1. The Board may approve the City’s application as submitted for a second extension to the 

2000 diversion requirement on the basis of its good faith efforts to-date to implement its 
Goal Achievement Plan from the first 1066 request and plans for future implementation. 

2. The Board may approve the City’s application as may be modified by the City at the 
Board meeting. 

3. The Board may accept the application as submitted, and also make recommendations 
that the City implement alternative programs that it believes should be added to the 
new Plan of Correction for it to be successful. 

4. The Board may make recommendations for the implementation of alternative programs that 
it believes the City should add for its new Plan of Correction to be successful, and continue 
the item to the next Board meeting to allow the City time to revise its application.   

5. The Board may disapprove the City’s application and allow the City to revise and 
resubmit the application based on the Board’s specified reasons for disapproval. 

6. The Board may disapprove the City’s application and direct staff to commence the 
process to issue a compliance order because the Board’s specified reasons for 
disapproval cannot be addressed by a revised application. 

 
IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends the Board adopt option No. 3:  The Board may accept the application as 
submitted, and also make recommendations that the City implement alternative programs 
that it believes should be added to the new Plan of Correction for it to be successful. 
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V. ANALYSIS 
A. 
1.  

no 

it 

In 

2.  

Key Issues 
Background 

and Findings 

Code (PRC) Section 
of PRC Section 

meeting the 50 percent 
may be effective beyond 

further provides 
a request for an 

for the implementation 
this section shall preclude 

disapproves a request 
disapproval." 

a second SB1066 
overcome the barriers 
certain programs, 

first SB1066 request. 

request, the application 
and includes a discussion 
the diversion programs 

analysis 
is based upon the information 

Conditions: 

requirement 

programs, 

41820 allows a jurisdiction that has not achieved the 
41780 to petition for one or more time extension 
diversion requirement for a maximum of five years; 
January 1, 2006 (PRC Section 41820). 

that: 
extension, the board may make specific 

of alternative programs. 
the board from disapproving any request for an 

for an extension, the board shall specify its 

application requesting more time to implement 
encountered during the first request that kept 

and to expand or fully implement programs in its 

addresses all of the requirements of a SB 
as to why the jurisdiction needs additional 

listed in its second SB 1066 request. 

below. 

Public 
diversion 
requirements 

PRC 
"(1) 
recommendations 
(2)  
extension. 
(3)  
reasons 

The 
additional 

ADR 

1066 
time 

Resources 

to 
extensions 

Section 41820(b) 
When considering 

Nothing in 

If the board 
for the 

City has submitted 

from implementing 
from the 

the second SB1066 
application, 
to implement 

Basis for staffs 
Staff's analysis 

Existing Jurisdiction 

Diversion Rate Data (Percent) Key Jurisdiction Conditions 
Report Year Waste Stream Data 

Base 
Year 

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 Pounds waste 
generated per 
person per 
day (ppd) 

Population 
(2002) 

Non- 
Residential 
Waste Stream 
Percentage 

Residential 
Waste 
Stream 
Percentage 

1990 28 *ND 24 29 26 33 8.92 9,575 63 37 

* The 
tonnage 

City claimed that the tonnage reported in the Disposal Reporting System to the Board 
received at the American Avenue Landfill was in error. 

for 

San 

SB 1066 Data 
Program Review 
Site Visit by 
Board Staff 

Reporting 
Frequency 

Proposed % 
Diversion 
Increase 

Extension 
End Date 

Is Time Request 
Appropriate? 
(yes/no) 

2004 
6 Month/and 

Final Report in 
Annual Report 

17 12/31/05 yes 

City's geographic location: The City is located in Fresno County in the Central 
Joaquin Valley. 
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V. ANALYSIS 

A. Key Issues and Findings 
1.  Background 
Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 41820 allows a jurisdiction that has not achieved the 
diversion requirement of PRC Section 41780 to petition for one or more time extension 
requirements to meeting the 50 percent diversion requirement for a maximum of five years; 
no extensions may be effective beyond January 1, 2006 (PRC Section 41820).  

 
PRC Section 41820(b) further provides that: 
“(1) When considering a request for an extension, the board may make specific 
recommendations for the implementation of alternative programs. 
(2) Nothing in this section shall preclude the board from disapproving any request for an 
extension. 
(3)  If the board disapproves a request for an extension, the board shall specify its 
reasons for the disapproval.” 
 
The City has submitted a second SB1066 application requesting more time to implement 
additional programs, overcome the barriers encountered during the first request that kept 
it from implementing certain programs, and to expand or fully implement programs in its 
ADR from the first SB1066 request.   
 
In the second SB1066 request, the application addresses all of the requirements of a SB 
1066 application, and includes a discussion as to why the jurisdiction needs additional 
time to implement the diversion programs listed in its second SB 1066 request. 
 
2.  Basis for staff’s analysis   
    Staff’s analysis is based upon the information below. 
    
 Existing Jurisdiction Conditions: 

 
Key Jurisdiction Conditions  Diversion Rate Data (Percent) 

Report Year Waste Stream Data 
Base 
Year 

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 Pounds waste 
generated per 
person per 
day (ppd) 

Population 
(2002) 

Non-
Residential 
Waste Stream 
Percentage 

Residential 
Waste 
Stream 
Percentage 

1990 28 *ND 24 29 26 33 8.92 9,575 63 37 
* The City claimed that the tonnage reported in the Disposal Reporting System to the Board for 
tonnage received at the American Avenue Landfill was in error. 
 

SB 1066 Data 
Program Review 
Site Visit by 
Board Staff 

 Reporting 
Frequency 

Proposed % 
Diversion 
Increase 

Extension 
End Date 

Is Time Request 
Appropriate? 
(yes/no) 

2004 
6 Month/and 

Final Report in 
Annual Report 

17 12/31/05 yes 

 
City’s geographic location: The City is located in Fresno County in the Central San 
Joaquin Valley. 
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Staff Analysis of the City's Second SB 1066 Application: 
Attachment 1 provides an overview of the following: 

• The barriers faced by the City to meeting the diversion requirement within the 
first SB 1066 request, and its explanation as to why additional time is necessary 
for meeting the diversion requirement; 

• Staffs analysis of the reasonableness of the request; 
• Diversion programs the City is proposing to expand or newly implement in the 

second SB 1066 (Section W-A of the SB1066 Time Extension application), and 
their relationship to programs proposed for the first extension; 

• Staffs analysis of whether the programs to be expanded or newly proposed are 
appropriate, given the barriers confronted in the first SB 1066 request period, and 
the jurisdiction's waste stream. 

Time Extension: 
A jurisdiction's SB1066 TE request must include a POC that: 

a. demonstrates meeting the diversion percent before the Time Extension expires; 
b. includes new source reduction, recycling, and composting programs the City 

will implement, or existing programs it will modify; 
c. identifies the date when the diversion percent will be achieved; 
d. identifies funding necessary for new and/or expanded programs. 

The City's POC meets the above requirements. Board staff has also conducted an 
assessment of the City's current program implementation, including a program review 
site visit. Based on Board staff's understanding of the relevant circumstances in the 
jurisdiction that contributed to its need for a second extension, Board staff believes the 
City's proposed new POC to be reasonable. In addition, staff also recommends that the 
City add a program to investigate the feasibility of implementing a mandatory 
commercial recycling ordinance. The City's request and staff's analysis are explained in 
Attachment 1. 

In addition, PRC Section 41820(d) directs Board staff to provide technical assistance to a 
jurisdiction that requests assistance in meeting the diversion requirements, such as 
identifying model policies and programs implemented by other jurisdictions of similar 
size, geography, and demographic mix. Lastly, a jurisdiction with a Board-approved TE 
is required to include a summary of its progress in complying with its TE in each annual 
report that is due prior to the end of the TE [per PRC Section 41821(b)(5)]. In addition to 
reporting its progress in its Annual Report, staff recommends the City be required to 
submit a six month progress report as well as a final report at the end of the extension. 

3. Findings 
Staff has determined that the Board may grant the requested second SB 1066 request 
because it meets the requirements of PRC Section 41820; specifically: 
• The City has submitted all required planning elements. 
• The City is making a good faith effort to implement the programs identified in its 

SRRE and those proposed in its first SB 1066 ADR request. 
• The City has submitted a second SB 1066 request for a TE demonstrating that it will 

meet or attempt to meet the diversion requirements by the time the extension expires 
including: the programs that it will expand or start implementing, the dates of 
implementation and the means of funding. 
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Staff Analysis of the City’s Second SB 1066 Application:  
Attachment 1 provides an overview of the following: 

• The barriers faced by the City to meeting the diversion requirement within the 
first SB 1066 request, and its explanation as to why additional time is necessary 
for meeting the diversion requirement; 

• Staff’s analysis of the reasonableness of the request; 
• Diversion programs the City is proposing to expand or newly implement in the 

second SB 1066 (Section IV-A of the SB1066 Time Extension application), and 
their relationship to programs proposed for the first extension; 

• Staff’s analysis of whether the programs to be expanded or newly proposed are 
appropriate, given the barriers confronted in the first SB 1066 request period, and 
the jurisdiction’s waste stream. 

 
Time Extension: 
A jurisdiction’s SB1066 TE request must include a POC that: 
     a. demonstrates meeting the diversion percent before the Time Extension expires; 

                 b.  includes new source reduction, recycling, and composting programs the City 
                      will implement, or existing programs it will modify; 

     c.  identifies the date when the diversion percent will be achieved; 
     d.  identifies funding necessary for new and/or expanded programs.  
 
The City’s POC meets the above requirements.  Board staff has also conducted an 
assessment of the City’s current program implementation, including a program review 
site visit.  Based on Board staff’s understanding of the relevant circumstances in the 
jurisdiction that contributed to its need for a second extension, Board staff believes the 
City’s proposed new POC to be reasonable.  In addition, staff also recommends that the 
City add a program to investigate the feasibility of implementing a mandatory 
commercial recycling ordinance.  The City’s request and staff’s analysis are explained in 
Attachment 1. 

 
In addition, PRC Section 41820(d) directs Board staff to provide technical assistance to a 
jurisdiction that requests assistance in meeting the diversion requirements, such as 
identifying model policies and programs implemented by other jurisdictions of similar 
size, geography, and demographic mix.  Lastly, a jurisdiction with a Board-approved TE 
is required to include a summary of its progress in complying with its TE in each annual 
report that is due prior to the end of the TE [per PRC Section 41821(b)(5)].  In addition to 
reporting its progress in its Annual Report, staff recommends the City be required to 
submit a six month progress report as well as a final report at the end of the extension.  
 
3.  Findings
Staff has determined that the Board may grant the requested second SB 1066 request 
because it meets the requirements of PRC Section 41820; specifically: 
• The City has submitted all required planning elements. 
• The City is making a good faith effort to implement the programs identified in its 

SRRE and those proposed in its first SB 1066 ADR request. 
• The City has submitted a second SB 1066 request for a TE demonstrating that it will 

meet or attempt to meet the diversion requirements by the time the extension expires 
including: the programs that it will expand or start implementing, the dates of 
implementation and the means of funding. 
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B. Environmental Issues 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any environmental 
to this item. 

C. Program/Long Term Impacts 
Allowing this jurisdiction more time to implement diversion programs will 
increase waste diversion, both locally and statewide. 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Allowing this jurisdiction more time to implement new and expand existing 
programs and to measure the impact these newly implemented and expanded 
programs have had on diversion will assist the jurisdiction to achieve the 
requirements of PRC Section 41780. 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impact to the Board results from this item. 

F. Legal Issues 
As discussed above, this item represents the process for implementing PRC 
41820 that allows jurisdictions to petition for more time to implement additional 
diversion programs to achieve the 50 percent diversion requirement for 2000, 
allows the Board the discretion to grant these TE requirement requests. 

G. Environmental Justice 
Community Setting. 

issues related 

help to 

diversion 

diversion 

Section 

and 

there 

of the 
to 

prints many 

of the 

the non-English 

2000 Census Data — Demographics for City of Kerman 

White Hispanic Black 
%Native 
American 

% Asian %Pacific 
Islander 

%Other 

24.2 64.9 0.3 0.3 8.2 0.0 0.4 

2000 Census Data — Economic Data for City of Kerman 
Median annual income* Mean (average) 

income* 
% individuals below 
poverty level 

*31,188 *43,437 20.2 
* Per household 

• Environmental Justice Issues. According 
are no environmental justice issues related 

• Efforts at Environmental Justice Outreach. 
outreach for the City and uses brochures, 
promote recycling in all residential and 
of its brochures in Spanish, which is the 
speaking population. 

• Project Benefits. The expansion of the 
additional programs which will help to increase 

to the 
to this 

commercial 
newsletters, 

jurisdictional 
item in this 

The County provides 
and radio 

sectors. 
language amongst 

programs, and 
the City's diversion 

representatives, 
community 

most 
announcements 

The County 

implementation 
rate. 

primary 

existing 
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B. Environmental Issues 

Based on available information, staff is not aware of any environmental issues related 
to this item.  
 

C. Program/Long Term Impacts 
Allowing this jurisdiction more time to implement diversion programs will help to 
increase waste diversion, both locally and statewide.   
 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Allowing this jurisdiction more time to implement new and expand existing diversion 
programs and to measure the impact these newly implemented and expanded 
programs have had on diversion will assist the jurisdiction to achieve the diversion 
requirements of PRC Section 41780.   
 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impact to the Board results from this item.  
 

F. Legal Issues 
As discussed above, this item represents the process for implementing PRC Section 
41820 that allows jurisdictions to petition for more time to implement additional 
diversion programs to achieve the 50 percent diversion requirement for 2000, and 
allows the Board the discretion to grant these TE requirement requests. 
 

G. Environmental Justice 
Community Setting.   

 
2000 Census Data – Demographics for City of Kerman 

 % 
White 

% 
Hispanic 

% 
Black 

%Native 
American 

% Asian %Pacific 
Islander 

%Other 

24.2 64.9 0.3 0.3 8.2 0.0 0.4 
 

2000 Census Data – Economic Data for City of Kerman 
Median annual income* Mean (average) 

income* 
% individuals below 
poverty level 

*31,188 *43,437 20.2 
* Per household 

 
• Environmental Justice Issues.  According to the jurisdictional representatives, there 

are no environmental justice issues related to this item in this community.  
• Efforts at Environmental Justice Outreach.  The County provides most of the 

outreach for the City and uses brochures, newsletters, and radio announcements to 
promote recycling in all residential and commercial sectors. The County prints many 
of its brochures in Spanish, which is the primary language amongst the non-English 
speaking population. 

• Project Benefits.  The expansion of the existing programs, and implementation of the 
additional programs which will help to increase the City’s diversion rate. 
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H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
This item supports Strategic Plan goal 2, objective 3 (Support local jurisdictions' 
ability to reach and maintain California's waste diversion mandates), strategy (D) 
(Assess and assist local governments' efforts to implement programs and reduce 
disposal, taking corrective action as needed) by assessing the jurisdiction's efforts to 
implement programs and reduce disposal. 

This item also supports Strategic Plan goal 7, objective 1 (Promote source reduction 
to minimize the amount of waste generated, strategy (B) (Continue to work with 
jurisdictions to ensure they meet and/or exceed existing waste diversion mandates) by 
demonstrating staffs continual efforts to work with jurisdictions to ensure they meet 
and/or exceed the waste diversion mandates. 

VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
This item does not require any Board fiscal action. 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1. Time Extension Matrix for the City of Kerman 
2. City of Kerman's Second 1066 Application 
3. Program Listing for the City of Kerman 
4. Resolution Number 2005-70 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff: Terri J. Edwards Phone: (916) 341-6733 
B. Legal Staff: Elliot Block Phone: (916) 341-6080 
C. Administrative Staff: N/A Phone: N/A 

IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION 
A. Support 

City of Kerman 
B. Opposition 

Staff had not received any written opposition at the time this item was submitted for 
publication. 
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City of Kerman's Second 1066 Application Matrix 

Barriers/Reason for Second 1066 Staff's Analysis 

Barriers in Commercial Recycling Program: 
• Due to lack of staffing, it was difficult for the City 

to implement this program, and as a result, the 
program was partially implemented with full 
implementation delayed. Ultimately, this affected 
the implementation date for the cardboard recycling 
program. 

• During the City's business assessment process, the 
City experienced lack of interest and participation 
from the commercial sector. 

Reasons For Second 1066: 
• Additional time is needed for the program to be 

fully implemented and the success of the program to 
be realized. 

Commercial Recycling: 
• During the City's first SB 1066 extension, the City 

assessed their commercial waste stream and 
identified 20 businesses that would benefit from 
commercial cardboard recycling services. As part of 
the second extension, the City will work to provide 
this service to these businesses. The City plans to 
offer separate bins for recycling as well as a new 
rate structure, which will hopefully increase 
business interest and participation. Also, recycling 
services will be offered to other businesses and the 
school district in 2005. 

• The City recently hired a Finance Director, which 
will allow the City Manager more time to oversee 
the implementation of this program with the hauler. 

Barriers in Residential Recycling Program: 
• This program is currently seeing a low diversion 

rate of 33 percent. The City believes that this has 
something to do with weekly garbage service which 
allowed residents to exceed their 3/30 gallon can 
limit by placing more trash out than allowed. 
Therefore, there was little incentive to recycle. 

• Due to lack of staffing, it was difficult for the City 
to implement this program, and as a result, the 
program was delayed. The City fell behind in 
implementing the Garbage Cart program that in the 
long run, will assist with curbside recycling. 

Reasons for a Second 1066: 
• Because of the delays experienced through the 

City's lack of staffing, additional staff needed to be 
hired to focus on diversion program 
implementation. Additional time is also needed for 
the success of the program to be realized. 

Residential Recycling Program: 
• In response to the lack of participation, the City 

reinstituted a public information program to 
encourage recycling. The program will be 
continuous and has been incorporated into the 
City's other promotional and public information 
programs. 

• The Garbage Cart system is now in place, providing 
96 gallon containers for trash in place of the 3/30 
gallon containers. By clearly identifying the trash 
containers, this will help residents identify recycling 
containers, and also decrease contamination. City 
will also look into the feasibility of implementing a 
commingled collection system. 

• The City recently hired a new Finance Director. 
With a new Finance Director in place, there will be 
stability in the Department and additional staff time 
can then be dedicated to future diversion efforts. 

Barriers in C&D program: 
• Because the County was looking into the feasibility 

of implementing a C&D Ordinance, the City waited 
to see how the County's ordinance would affect 
them. This resulted in a time delay on the 
implementation of a C&D Ordinance for the City. 

Reasons for Second 1066: 
• The City needs time to determine the effects of a 

C&D ordinance on the building permit process. 
• The City is currently in the process of implementing 

a C&D diversion program, additional time would 
allow them to implement and monitor the program's 
success. 

C&D: 
City will implement a C&D Ordinance. They are 
currently in the process of implementing a C&D 
diversion program in light of increased construction that 
is anticipated through the year 2005. They also have a 
plan to allow contractors to self-certify through building 
permits. The City also plans to look into the feasibility 
of setting up recycling facilities to report by origin. 
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Barriers in C&D program: 
• Because the County was looking into the feasibility 

of implementing a C&D Ordinance, the City waited 
to see how the County’s ordinance would affect 
them. This resulted in a time delay on the 
implementation of a C&D Ordinance for the City.  

Reasons for Second 1066:  
• The City needs time to determine the effects of a 

C&D ordinance on the building permit process. 
• The City is currently in the process of implementing 

a C&D diversion program, additional time would 
allow them to implement and monitor the program’s 
success. 

 

C&D: 
City will implement a C&D Ordinance. They are 
currently in the process of implementing a C&D 
diversion program in light of increased construction that 
is anticipated through the year 2005.  They also have a 
plan to allow contractors to self-certify through building 
permits. The City also plans to look into the feasibility 
of setting up recycling facilities to report by origin. 
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Plan of Correction Staffs Analysis Estimated 
Percent 
Diversion 

2000- Residential Curbside: 
City will work to increase participation to 50 percent 
in 2005, and to 60 percent in 2006. They have recently 
coverted to single cart pick-up for trash; have 
distributed more recycling tubs to residents; and plan 
to conduct a survey of residents regarding their ideas 
for improvments. Will consider converting from 
recycling bins to commingled "Cart" system. This will 
require renegotiation of new contract with hauler. 

Staff agrees that this is a good strategy 
and these efforts will most likely offer 
additional diversion opportunities for the 
City. Although the City intends to 
increase participation incrementally over 
the next few years, Board staff are 
confident that the City can easily attain 
50 percent or more participation over the 
next year. 

4% 

2030-Commercial On-Site Pickup: 
City and Hauler have surveyed businesses and 
determined that approximately 20 would benefit from 
recycling service. City will offer new rates and 
separate bins for cardboard materials. Also, other 
paper generating businesses & the school district will 
be offered recycling services. 

Staff agrees that the City is on target in 
addressing paper in their commercial 
wastestream. Staff concurs with the City 
in that this program should effectively 
address commercial waste within the 
City and allow them additional diversion 
opportunities. 
Board staff is also recommending that 
the City evaluate the effectiveness of the 
commercial program, and assess whether 
they need to implement a mandatory 
recycling ordinance. 

5% 

3000-Greenwaste: 
City will increase promotion of this program by 
rolling it into the promotion of the curbside recycling 
program. City will also monitor the mixing of loads to 
ensure that loads are clean. 

This program is an effective one, and 
staff concurs that added promotion and 
monitoring will ensure that this program 
continues to be a successful one. 

1% 

6020- Ordinances: 
City staff will present a C&D Ordinance to City 
Council for consideration. 

Although the County has a C&D landfill 
ban in place, a C&D Ordinance will 
assist in preventing C&D waste from the 
City from being taken outside the County 
line. 

2% 

4060-Concrete/Asphalt/Rubble: 
The County recently passed a Countywide ban on 
construction debris. City will coordinate diversion 
efforts with contract hauler to address construction 
waste. City works with developers & street paving 
contractors in the re-use of asphalt & concrete. This 
effort will continue. 

The additional time will allow the City to 
realize full diversion potential of this 
program. Staff concurs that these actions 
will provide the City with additional 
diversion opportunities 

3% 

2070-Special Collection Seasonal (regular): 
City will increase promotion and involvement of 
recyclers in semi-annual City wide clean-up programs. 
City park sites & the community center will have 

This program was implemented in the 
City's first 1066 request. The additional 
time will allow the City to expand this 
program and realize full diversion 
potential. 

1% 

recycling containers. 

2050-Schools Recycling: 
The City is currently working with the high school to 
implement school recycling program. 

City will implement recycling program at 
the high school as a pilot program for 
possible future school recycling 
programs in the City. 

1% 

Total Estimated Diversion Percent From New and/or Expanded Programs 17.0 % 

Current Diversion Rate Percent From Latest Annual Report 33.0 % 

Total Planned Diversion Percent Estimated 50 % 
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Support Programs 

1030-SR-PMT/Procurement: 
City Resolution to give certain purchasing preference 
to products containing recycable materials. 
Resolution was approved July 2004. 

Staff concurs with the City efforts to implement this 
program. In the last 1066 request, the City was in the 
process of drafting a procurement policy. In the second 
request the City will implementation phases of this 
program. Board staff have also provided the City with 
reference material on purchasing recycled content products. 

5020-Outreach: 
City will expand education through all of its 
communications and promotions. The City surveyed 
their residential sector regarding recycling and ways 
to increase useage of programs and facilities. Results 
indicate interest in same day reycling. 

Staff agrees that the City's plan to expand education to 
residents is an effective one. Board staff would like to see 
the City follow through with the results of their survey and 
consider setting recycling pickup on the same day as trash 
pickup, so that residents can easily understand the days for 
recycling pick-up and utilize that day. 

5010- Print: 
City will place recycling information in "Utility 
Newsletter" and all related City flyer/announcements. 

Staff agrees that this is a good plan that will enhance the 
City's efforts to increase participation in the Residential 
Curbside program. 

6010- Economic Incentives: 
City will also consider "cash" awards for residents 
for recycling. Progress for this program will be 
monitored with hauler on March 1, 2005. 

Staff concurs with the City's plan to provide this incentive 
will assist in the City's efforts to increase participation in 
the Residential Curbside program. 

5030-School (Education and Curriculum): 
Promotional contest for themes and posters, School 
site recycling, utilizing school publications and 
classroom for promotion. Semi-annual promotional 
contests with prizes in conjunction with elementary 
schools. Also, special promotional programs with 
"US Savings Bonds" awards have been implemented 
with schools for essay and poster contests to promote 
recycling. 

Staff agrees that the City's plan to continue these efforts is 
an effective one. 

Waste Origin Dispute: 
The County installed a GIS (Global Information 
System) tracking at the County landfill, where much 
of the City's waste goes. The GIS and other 
additional tracking measures that the County has 
taken have had a significant impact on the proper 
tracking of jurisdictional waste. This program was 
implemented in the first 1066 request, and has not yet 
realized its full implementation. This potential will be 
realized within the life of the second 1066 request. 

This program was implemented in December 2002. Staff 
concur that this is a very effective program, and that the 
City will realize more accurate disposal numbers, resulting 
in a more accurate diversion calculation. The City will 
continue to work with the County to correctly identify the 
origin of waste. 

Waste Generation Study: 
The City has a large business sector. This sector was 
not adequately represented in the City's original base 
year. The City, with staff assistance, will work on a 
new base year study to update their 1990 base year to 
reflect all diversion efforts occurring within the City 
limits. 

Board staff concur that this action would benefit the City by 
providing an up-to-date picture of diversion occurring in the 
City; and would also serve the City well in identifying areas 
for potential new waste diversion, as well as areas of 
needed improvement. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 

(Revised 7/24/2002) 

To request a Time Extension (TE) or Alternative Diversion Requirement (ADR), please complete and sign this request 
sheet and return it to your Office of Local Assistance (OLA) representative at the address below, along with any additional 
information requested by OLA staff. When all documentation has been received, your OLA representative will work with 
you to prepare for your appearance before the Board. If you have any questions about this process, please call (916) 
341-6199 to be connected to your OLA representative. 

Mail completed documents to: 

California Integrated Waste Management Board 
Office of Local Assistance, (MS 25) 
1001 I Street 
PO Box 4025 
Sacramento CA 95812-4025 

General Instructions: 

For a Time Extension complete Sections I, II, Ill-A, IV-A, and V. 

For an Alternative Diversion Requirement complete Sections I, II, III-B, IV-B and V. 

Section I: Jurisdiction Information and Certification 
All respondents must complete this section. 

I certify under penalty of perjury that the information in this document is 
and that I am authorized to make this certification on behalf of: 

true and correct to the best of my knowledge, 

Jurisdiction Name 

City of Kerman 

County 

Fresno 

Authorized Signature Title 

Type/Print Name of Person Signing 

Ron Manfredi 

Date 

August 

Phone 

(559) 846-9387 

Person Completing This Form (please print or type) 

Ron Manfredi 

Title 

City Manager 

Phone 

(559)846-9387 

E-mail Address 

rmanfredi@cityofkerman.org  

Fax 

(559)846-6199 

Mailing Address 

850 S. Madera Avenue 

City 

Kerman 

State 

California 

ZIP Code 

93637 
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Authorized Signature Title 

            

Type/Print Name of Person Signing Date Phone 

Ron Manfredi  August (559) 846-9387 

Person Completing This Form (please print or type) Title 

Ron Manfredi  City Manager  

Phone E-mail Address Fax 

(559)846-9387 rmanfredi@cityofkerman.org  (559)846-6199 

Mailing Address City State ZIP Code 

850 S. Madera Avenue  Kerman  California  93637 
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Section II—Cover Sheet 

This cover sheet is to be completed for each Time Extension (TE) or Alternative Diversion 
Requirement (ADR) requested. 

1. Eligibility 
Has your jurisdiction filed its Source Reduction and Recycling Element, Household Hazardous Waste 
Element, and Nondisposal Facility Element with the Board (must have been filed by July 1, 1998 if you are 
requesting an ADR)? 

❑ No. If no, stop; not eligible for a TE or ADR. 

1 Yes. If yes, then eligible for a TE or ADR. 

2. Specific Request and Length of Request 

Please specify the request desired. 

1 Time Extension Request 

Specific years requested _7/1/04-12/31/05 

Is this a second request? ❑ No A Yes Specific years requested. _same as 
above 

(Note: Requests for an additional extension will need to address why the jurisdiction's efforts to 
meet the 50% goal by the end of the first extension were not successful.) 

❑ Alternative Diversion Requirement Request (Not allowed for Regional Agencies). 

Specific ADR requested %, for the years_ . _ 

Is this a second ADR request? ❑ No ❑ Yes Specific ADR requested %, for the _ 
years _ 

(Note: Requests for an additional ADR will need to address why the jurisdiction's efforts to meet 
50% by the end of the first ADR period were not successful.) 

Note: Extensions may be requested anytime by a jurisdiction, but will only be effective in the years from 
January 1, 2000 to January 1, 2006. An original request for a TE/ADR may be granted for any period up to 
three years and subsequent requests for TE/ADR may extend the original request or be based on new 
circumstances but the total number of years for all requests cannot total more than five years or extend 
beyond January 1, 2006. 
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Section II—Cover Sheet 

This cover sheet is to be completed for each Time Extension (TE) or Alternative Diversion 
Requirement (ADR) requested. 
 

1.  Eligibility  
Has your jurisdiction filed its Source Reduction and Recycling Element, Household Hazardous Waste 
Element, and Nondisposal Facility Element with the Board (must have been filed by July 1, 1998 if you are 
requesting an ADR)?  

 No.   If no, stop; not eligible for a TE or ADR. 

 Yes. If yes, then eligible for a TE or ADR. 

 
2.  Specific Request and Length of Request 
 

Please specify the request desired. 
 

   Time Extension Request 
 

Specific years requested _7/1/04-12/31/05______________ 
 
Is this a second request?  No   Yes Specific years requested. _same as 
above______________ 

(Note: Requests for an additional extension will need to address why the jurisdiction’s efforts to 
meet the 50% goal by the end of the first extension were not successful.) 

 
   Alternative Diversion Requirement Request (Not allowed for Regional Agencies). 

 
Specific ADR requested _     __________%, for the years_     _________. 
 
Is this a second ADR request?  No    Yes Specific ADR requested _     ____%, for the  
years _     _______ 

(Note: Requests for an additional ADR will need to address why the jurisdiction’s efforts to meet 
50% by the end of the first ADR period were not successful.) 

 
Note: Extensions may be requested anytime by a jurisdiction, but will only be effective in the years from 
January 1, 2000 to January 1, 2006.  An original request for a TE/ADR may be granted for any period up to 
three years and subsequent requests for TE/ADR may extend the original request or be based on new 
circumstances but the total number of years for all requests cannot total more than five years or extend 
beyond January 1, 2006. 
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Section IIIA—TIME EXTENSION 

Within this section, discuss your jurisdiction's progress in implementing diversion programs that 
were planned to achieve 50%. Provide any additional information that demonstrates "good faith 
effort." The CIWMB shall determine your jurisdiction's progress in demonstrating "good faith 
effort" towards complying with AB 939. Note: The answers to each question should be 
comprehensive and provide specific details regarding the jurisdiction's situation. 

Attach additional sheets if necessary—please reference each response to the appropriate cell number (e.g., IIIA-1). 

1. Why does your jurisdiction need more time to meet the 50% goal? Describe why SRRE selected 
programs did not achieve 50% diversion. Identify barriers to meeting the 50% goal and briefly indicate 
how they will be overcome. 

a) Green Waste pick-up program is going well and improving. b) Curbside Recycling is only achieving 33% 
participation. City believes this had something to do with weekly garbage service which allowed residents to 
exceed their 3/30ga1. can limit by placing more trash out than allowed. Therefore, there was little incentive to 
recycle. In June 2004 City instituted a 96-gal Garbage Cart system, which will tightly control the amount of 
trash placed for garbage pick-up. At the same time the City reinstituted a public information program to 
encourage recycling, etc. Program will be continuous and has been incorporated into City's other promotional 
and public information programs. c) City & hauler (BFI) have indentified approximately twenty (20) businesses 
that would benefit from a "separate" carboard recycling bin. This will be instituted in October 2004. d) County 
of Fresno has passed an Ordinance which prevents Construction Debris from going to the landfill. City of 
Kerman has substantial construction activity. Now these materials will be going to alternative sites. e) City will 
work with schools to place recycling bins at elementary schools. f) at City's Community/Teen Center and ball 
parks reycling containers will be placed. 

2. Why does your jurisdiction need the amount of time requested? Describe any relevant circumstances in 
the jurisdiction that contribute to the need for a Time Extension. 

a) Due to lack of staffing it was difficult to carry out the programs assoicated with diversion. b) Therefore, City fell 
behind in instituting Garbage Cart program which will, in the long run, assist with curbside recycling. c) Staffing 
storages also placed City behind in working with commerical sector in beginning the commercial "cardboard" 
recycling program. d) County of Fresno operates area Landfill (American Ave. Landfill). Until 2003 landfill 
operations could not accurately identify "orgin of refuse" . Therefore, refuse from the Kerman Zip code (93630) 
was frequently "credited" to the City of Kerman. Now the County as a GIS tracking system in place to more 
accurately identify whether the "orgin' in within the City of Kerman or "outside" the jursidication of the City and 
should not be "counted' as City waste. This has previously affected the "total" orgin of waste tonnage 
amounts attributed to City of Kerman. e) City has previously worked with a recycler to increase alternative 
method and locations for recycling. However, his business operations have been inconsistant. f) City's utility 
billing system is managed by the Finance Dept. Since 2000 the City has had three (3) Finance Directors. This 
has taken a signficant amount of the City Manager's time. The City Manager, who wears many hats in a small 
jurisdiction, had been the principal staff reasonable for implementation of the SRRE. With a new Finance 
Director, stablity in the Dept. and additional staff time dedicated to diversion efforts the programs will be 
implemented. g) Fresno County was extremely slow in: 1) instituting a C & D Ordinance, 2) establishing a 
Green Waste area at the landfill and 3) It will not consider consolidating a dirty MRF within the operations of 
the landfill. This previously hampered efforts to achieve higher diversion rates. 

3. Describe your jurisdiction's Good Faith Efforts to implement the programs in its SRRE. 

a) City has a very good Green Waste program with high participation. b) While participation has not been very 
high in the recycling program the City has already taken several measures to increase participation. c) City has 
allocated more staff time and funds to implement the programs. d) Communication is on going with School District 
re: placement of recycling bins. e) City purchased Garbage Carts and hauler has placed additonal recycling tubs 
for residential use. f) City worked with hauler to conduct commerical business need for cardboard recycling an is 
working on residential questionnaire re: recycling. g) City is working with school district to involve elementary 
students in promotional efforts 
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comprehensive and provide specific details regarding the jurisdiction’s situation. 
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1.   Why does your jurisdiction need more time to meet the 50% goal? Describe why SRRE selected 

programs did not achieve 50% diversion. Identify barriers to meeting the 50% goal and briefly indicate 
how they will be overcome. 

a) Green Waste pick-up program is going well and improving. b) Curbside Recycling is only achieving 33% 
participation. City believes this had something to do with weekly garbage service which allowed residents to 
exceed their 3/30gal. can limit by placing more trash out than allowed. Therefore, there was little incentive to 
recycle.  In June 2004 City instituted a 96-gal Garbage Cart system, which will tightly control the amount of 
trash placed for garbage pick-up.  At the same time the City reinstituted a public information program to 
encourage recycling, etc. Program will be continuous and has been incorporated into City's other promotional 
and public information programs.  c) City & hauler (BFI)  have indentified approximately twenty (20)  businesses 
that would benefit from a "separate" carboard recycling bin. This will be instituted in October 2004.   d) County 
of Fresno has passed an Ordinance which prevents Construction Debris from going to the landfill.   City of 
Kerman has substantial construction activity.  Now these materials will be going to alternative sites.  e) City will 
work with schools to place recycling bins at elementary schools.   f)  at City's Community/Teen Center and ball 
parks reycling containers will be placed.    

 2.  Why does your jurisdiction need the amount of time requested? Describe any relevant circumstances in 
the jurisdiction that contribute to the need for a Time Extension. 

a)   Due to lack of staffing it was difficult to carry out the programs assoicated with diversion.   b) Therefore, City fell 
behind in instituting Garbage Cart program which will, in the long run, assist with curbside recycling. c)  Staffing 
storages also placed City behind in working with commerical sector in beginning the commercial "cardboard" 
recycling program. d) County of Fresno operates area Landfill (American Ave. Landfill). Until 2003 landfill 
operations could not accurately identify "orgin of refuse" . Therefore,  refuse from the Kerman Zip code (93630)  
was frequently "credited" to the City of Kerman.   Now the County as a GIS tracking system in place to more 
accurately identify whether the "orgin' in within the City of Kerman or "outside" the jursidication of the City and 
should not be "counted' as City waste.   This has previously affected the "total"  orgin of waste tonnage 
amounts attributed to City of Kerman. e) City has previously worked with a recycler to increase alternative 
method and locations for recycling.  However, his business operations have been inconsistant.  f) City's utility 
billing system is managed by the Finance Dept.  Since 2000 the City has had three (3) Finance Directors. This 
has taken a signficant amount of the City Manager's time.  The City Manager, who wears many hats in a small 
jurisdiction, had been the principal staff reasonable for implementation of the SRRE.   With a new Finance 
Director, stablity in the Dept. and additional staff time dedicated to diversion efforts  the programs will be 
implemented.  g) Fresno County was extremely slow in: 1) instituting a C & D Ordinance, 2)  establishing a 
Green Waste area at the landfill and 3)  It will not consider consolidating a dirty MRF within the operations of 
the landfill.   This previously hampered efforts to achieve higher diversion rates.   

3.   Describe your jurisdiction’s Good Faith Efforts to implement the programs in its SRRE. 

a)   City has a very good Green Waste program with high participation. b) While participation has not been very 
high in the recycling program the City has already taken several measures to increase participation.  c)  City has 
allocated more staff time and funds to implement the programs.   d) Communication is on going with School District 
re:  placement of recycling bins.  e) City purchased Garbage Carts and hauler has placed additonal recycling tubs 
for residential use.  f)  City worked with hauler to conduct commerical business need for cardboard recycling an is 
working on residential questionnaire re: recycling. g) City is working with school district to involve elementary 
students in promotional efforts       
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4. Provide any additional relevant information that supports the request. 

City had taken following measures to increase diversion and report more accurate diversion rates: 
a) Worked with Fresno County, American Landfill in more accurate reporting of "correct" origin of waste 
credited to City of Kerman 
b) School site recycling bins will be ordered 
c) Semi -annual City Clean-Up programs (Fall & Spring) will involve sponsored prizes for Elementary 
student s to develop themes, motto, essay contest and poster contest which will promote recycling along 
with other themes related to the environment. Local businesses will donate Saving Bonds to contest 
winners, etc. 
d) City has passed Resolution enacting purchasing policy giving preference to products containing 
recyclable materials 
e) City has conducted residential recycling questionnaire to determine how to increase this program and 
better serve our customers. While results are inconclusive it appears that the following factors will 
increase residential recycling: Carts for regular trash (instituted); more frequent promotion (ongoing); 
separate recycling cart with lid & wheels vs. current tub system (alternative is under consideration and 
financing is being explored); move recycle date to same as trash pick-up date (current schedule would 
need to be changed (under review)) 

f) City will institute Commercial cardboard recycling for approximately 20 businesses in April '05. 
g) City will work with construction industry in implementing the County C & D ban at the landfill and 
"diverting" materials. City will consider C & D Ordinance requiring such materials to be recycled similar to 
Fresno County ban. 
h) City will place recycling containers at key City facilities. 
i) City will work with local recycler re: promotion of his business 
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h) City will place recycling containers at key City facilities.   
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Section 11113—ALTERNATIVE DIVERSION REQUIREMENT 

Within this section, discuss your jurisdiction's progress in implementing diversion programs that 
were planned to achieve 50%. Provide any additional information that demonstrates "good faith 
effort." The CIWMB shall determine your jurisdiction's efforts in demonstrating "good faith 
effort" towards complying with AB 939. Note: The answers to each question should be 
comprehensive and provide specific details regarding the jurisdiction's situation. 
Attach additional sheets if necessary—please reference each response to the appropriate cell number (e.g., IIIB-1.). 

1. Why does your jurisdiction need and Alternative Diversion Requirement? Describe why SRRE selected 
programs did not achieve 50% diversion. Identify barriers to meeting the 50% goal and briefly indicate how 
they will be overcome. 

2. Why is your jurisdiction requesting an Alternative Diversion Requirement in lieu of a Time Extension? 

3. Describe your jurisdiction's Good Faith Efforts to implement the programs in its SRRE. 

4. Describe any relevant circumstances in the jurisdiction that contribute to the need for an ADR. Provide 
any relevant information that supports the request. 
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Section IIIB—ALTERNATIVE DIVERSION REQUIREMENT 

Within this section, discuss your jurisdiction’s progress in implementing diversion programs that 
were planned to achieve 50%. Provide any additional information that demonstrates “good faith 
effort.”  The CIWMB shall determine your jurisdiction’s efforts in demonstrating “good faith 
effort” towards complying with AB 939.  Note: The answers to each question should be 
comprehensive and provide specific details regarding the jurisdiction’s situation. 
Attach additional sheets if necessary—please reference each response to the appropriate cell number (e.g., IIIB-1.). 
1. Why does your jurisdiction need and Alternative Diversion Requirement? Describe why SRRE selected 
programs did not achieve 50% diversion. Identify barriers to meeting the 50% goal and briefly indicate how 
they will be overcome. 

      

2. Why is your jurisdiction requesting an Alternative Diversion Requirement in lieu of a Time Extension? 
 
      

3. Describe your jurisdiction’s Good Faith Efforts to implement the programs in its SRRE. 

      

4. Describe any relevant circumstances in the jurisdiction that contribute to the need for an ADR. Provide 
any relevant information that supports the request. 
 

      

 



Board Meeting Agenda Item 12 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 2 

Section IV A—PLAN OF CORRECTION 

A Plan of Correction is required by PRC Section 41820(a)(6)(B). The plan is fundamentally a description of 
the actions the jurisdiction will take to meet the 50% goal by the expiration of the Time Extension. 

Attach additional sheets if necessary. 

Residential % 37 Non-residential % 63 

PROGRAM TYPE 

Please use the Board's 
Program Types. The 
Program Glossary is 
online at: 

www.ciwmb.ca.gov/ 
LGCentral/PARIS/Codes/ 
Reduce.htm 

NEW or 
EXPAND 

DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM 

DIVERSION  

FUNDING 
SOURCE 

DATE FULLY 
COMPLETED 

ESTIMATED 
PERCENT 

Residential Curbside 
Recycling 

expand 

Increase particpation to 50plus % in '05 and 60% in 136. 
Steps: Covert to Single Cart Pick-up for trash; 
distribute more recycling tubs to residents; survey 
residents re: their ideas for improvments; conduct 
semi-annual school events to promote recycling etc. 
Place reycling information in "Utility Newsletter & all 
related City flyers/announcements. Consider "cash" 
awards for recycling. Evaulate progress with hauler 
03/01/05 Consider will consider converting from 
recycling bins to commingled "Cart" system. This will 
required a renegotiation of new contract w/hauler 

waste 
collection 
fees 

12/05 4% 

Procurement new 

City Resolution to give certain purchasing preference to 
prouducts containing recycable materials Waste 

collection 
9/2004 N/A 

Commercial Recycling new 

City and Hauler have surveyed businesses and 
determined that approximately 20 may benefit from such 
a service 
Coordinate record keeping with major local box factory 
which diverts 4850 tons annually. Also, other 
generating businesses (April '05) & school district 
(Sept. '05) will be offered programs. Local 
Supermarkets are currently "bailing" their own cardboard 
but this has not been documented. City will offer new 
rates and "separate" bins for cardboard materials 

. Waste 
Collection 

08/2005 5% 

Greenwaste expand 

Increased enforcement and promotion Green waste 
program is promoted along with curbside recycle. 
Compliance with "mixing" will be monitored. 

Waste 
Collection 

9/2005 1% 

Concrete/ Asphalt/Rubble new 

County wide band on construction debris. City will 
coordinate diversion with contract hauler 
County has passed Ordinance banning C& D from 
landfill. City works with developers & street paving 
contractors in the re-use of asphalt & concrete. Much of 
what is currently recycled is not being documented. City 
will work with various parities to document such 
activities 

direct user 
fees 09/2005 

3% 
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A Plan of Correction is required by PRC Section 41820(a)(6)(B). The plan is fundamentally a description of 
the actions the jurisdiction will take to meet the 50% goal by the expiration of the Time Extension.  
 

 
Attach additional sheets if necessary. 

Residential % 37 Non-residential % 63 

 
PROGRAM TYPE 

Please use the Board’s 
Program Types. The 
Program Glossary is 
online at: 

www.ciwmb.ca.gov/ 
LGCentral/PARIS/Codes/ 
Reduce.htm 

NEW or 
EXPAND 

 

DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM FUNDING 
SOURCE 

DATE FULLY 
COMPLETED 

ESTIMATED 
PERCENT 

DIVERSION 

 
 
Residential Curbside 
Recycling  

 
 
expand  

 Increase particpation to 50plus % in '05 and 60% in '06. 
Steps:  Covert to Single Cart Pick-up for trash;  
distribute more recycling tubs to residents;  survey 
residents re:   their ideas for improvments;   conduct 
semi-annual school events to promote recycling etc. 
Place reycling information in "Utility Newsletter & all 
related City flyers/announcements.   Consider "cash" 
awards for recycling.    Evaulate progress with hauler 
03/01/05  Consider will consider converting from 
recycling bins to commingled “Cart” system.  This will 
required a renegotiation of new contract w/hauler 

 
waste 
collection 
fees 

 
12/05 

 
4% 

 
 
 
Procurement   

 
 
 
new 

City Resolution to give certain purchasing preference to 
prouducts containing recycable materials  

 
Waste 
collection  

 
9/2004 

 
N/A 

 
 
 
Commercial Recycling  

 
 
 
new 

City and Hauler have surveyed businesses and 
determined that approximately 20 may benefit from such 
a service 
Coordinate record keeping with major local box factory 
which diverts 4850 tons annually.  Also, other  
generating businesses  (April '05) &  school district 
(Sept. '05)  will be offered programs. Local 
Supermarkets are currently “bailing” their own cardboard 
but this has not been documented.  City will offer new 
rates and “separate” bins for cardboard materials  

 
. Waste 
Collection  

 
08/2005 

 
5% 

 
 
Greenwaste  

 
 
expand 

Increased enforcement and promotion  Green waste 
program is promoted along with curbside recycle.  
Compliance with “mixing” will be monitored.  

 
Waste 
Collection  

 
9/2005 

 
1% 

 
 
Concrete/ Asphalt/Rubble 

 
 
new 

County wide band on construction debris. City will 
coordinate diversion with contract hauler  
County has passed Ordinance banning C& D from 
landfill.  City works with developers & street paving 
contractors in the re-use of asphalt & concrete. Much of 
what is currently recycled is not being documented.  City 
will work with various parities to document such 
activities  

 
direct user 
fees  

 
 
09/2005 

 
3% 
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C&D Ordinance New City staff will present C & D Ordinance to City Council 
for consideration May '05 and public hearings, etc. will 
be conducted. Approval is expected sometime in July 
w/implementation in Sept. '05 

City 09/2005 2% 

Schools Recycling new City is currently working with local high school to 
implement student recycling efforts 

City & 
schools 

03/2005 
1% 

Special Collections expand 

City will increase promotion and involvement of 
recyclers in semi-annual City wide clean-up programs. 
Special promotional programs with "US Saving Bonds" 
awards have been implemented with schools for "essay 
& poster art" contests to promote recycilng, etc. 
City park sites & community center will have reycling 
containers. 

Waste 
Collection 
fees 

05/2005 1% 

Total Estimated Diversion Percent From New and/or Expanded Programs 
17% 

Current Diversion Rate Percent From Latest Annual Report 33% 

Total Planned Diversion Percent Estimated 50% 

PROGRAMS SUPPORTING DIVERSION ACTIVITIES 

PROGRAM TYPE NEW or 
EXPANDED 

DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM DATE FULLY 
COMPLETED 

Public Education Expand City will expand education through all of its communications and 
promotions. Survey residential re: recycling and ways to increase 
useage of programs and facilities. Results indicate interest in 
same day reycling and larger 

Ongoing 

School Site Involvment New Promotional contest for themes and posters, School site recycling, 
utilizing school publications and classroom for promotion . Semi-
annual! promotional contests w/prizes in conjunction w/elementary 
schools. City will work w/School District to determine best 
methods to encourage diversion and recycling. 

Ongoing 

Waste Generation Study New With CWMB staff assistance City will work on a Waste Generation 
Study 

12/05 

Waste Origin New Monitor Fresno County Landfill re: appropriately designating 
source/location of waste that is not generated in City limits of 
Kerman 

Ongoing 
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C&D Ordinance New  City staff will present C & D Ordinance to City Council 
for consideration May ’05 and public hearings, etc. will 
be conducted.  Approval is expected sometime in July 
w/implementation in Sept. ’05  

City  09/2005 2% 
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City & 
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Special Collections  

 
 
expand 

City will increase promotion and involvement of 
recyclers in semi-annual City wide clean-up programs. 
Special promotional programs with "US Saving Bonds" 
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& poster art" contests to promote recycilng, etc. 
City park sites & community center will have reycling 
containers. 
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Collection 
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05/2005 

 
1% 

 Total Estimated Diversion Percent From New and/or Expanded Programs  
17% 

 Current Diversion Rate Percent From Latest Annual Report 33% 

 Total Planned Diversion Percent Estimated 50% 

 

PROGRAMS SUPPORTING DIVERSION ACTIVITIES 

PROGRAM TYPE 
 
 

NEW or 
EXPANDED 

 

DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM 
 

DATE FULLY 
COMPLETED 

 
 
Public Education  

 
Expand  

 
City will expand education through all of its communications and 
promotions.  Survey residential re: recycling and ways to increase 
useage of programs and facilities. Results indicate interest in 
same day reycling and larger  

 
Ongoing  

 
School Site Involvment  

 
New  

 
Promotional contest for themes and posters, School site recycling, 
utilizing school publications and classroom for promotion . Semi-
annuall promotional contests w/prizes in conjunction w/elementary 
schools.     City will work w/School District to determine best 
methods to encourage diversion and recycling.  

 
Ongoing  

Waste Generation Study New With CWMB staff assistance City will work on a Waste Generation 
Study  

12/05 

 
Waste Origin  

 
New  

 
Monitor Fresno County Landfill re:  appropriately designating 
source/location of waste that is not generated in City limits of 
Kerman 

 
Ongoing  
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Section IV B—GOAL ACHIEVEMENT 

Goal Achievement describes the activities the jurisdiction will use to achieve the ADR. 
Attach additional sheets if necessary. 

Residential % Non-residential % 

PROGRAM TYPE 

Please use the 
Board's Program 
Types. The Program 
Glossary is online at: 

www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LG  
Central/PARIS/Codes/ 
Reduce.htm 

NEW or 
EXPAND 

DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM 

DIVERSION  

FUNDING 
SOURCE 

DATE FULLY 
COMPLETED 

ESTIMATED 
PERCENT 

Total Estimated Diversion Percent From New and/or Expanded Programs 

Current Diversion Rate Percent From Latest Annual Report 

Total Planned Diversion Percent Estimated 

PROGRAMS SUPPORTING DIVERSION ACTIVITIES 

PROGRAM TYPE NEW or 
EXPAND 

DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM DATE FULLY 
COMPLETED 
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Section V — PARIS 

Office of Local Assistance staff will be reviewing your Jurisdiction's Planning Annual Report 
Information System (PARIS) database printout as part of the evaluation of your request. Should 
the Jurisdiction have updates or revisions to the program implementation from the latest Annual 
Report submitted to the Board, please attach to the application the Jurisdiction's 
printout showing updates or revisions. 

PARIS database 

Contact your Office of Local Assistance Representative at (916) 341-6199 for a copy of 
the Board's website at www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/PARIS/.  

PARIS, or go to 

PARIS Printout 
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Office of Local Assistance staff will be reviewing your Jurisdiction’s Planning Annual Report 
Information System (PARIS) database printout as part of the evaluation of your request. Should 
the Jurisdiction have updates or revisions to the program implementation from the latest Annual 
Report submitted to the Board, please attach to the application the Jurisdiction’s PARIS database 
printout showing updates or revisions.  
 
Contact your Office of Local Assistance Representative at (916) 341-6199 for a copy of PARIS, or go to 
the Board’s website at www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/PARIS/. 
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Office of Local Assistance Page 1 

Program Listing for Date Printed 

Kerman February 1,2005 

Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998 1999  2000  2001  2002  
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

1000-SR-XGC Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Xeriscaping/Grasscycling 

1010-SR-BCM Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Backyard and On-Site Composting/Mulching 

1020-SR-BWR Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO D 99 DE 99 DE 99 PF 
Business Waste Reduction Program 

1030-SR-PMT N Y 1993 SO SO SO SO D 4 DE 4 DE PF 
Procurement 

1050-SR-GOV N Y 1993 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Government Source Reduction Programs 

1060-SR-MTE N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Material Exchange, Thrift Shops 

2000-RC-CRB N Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Residential Curbside 

2010-RC-DRP Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Residential Drop-Off 

2020-RC-BYB Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Residential Buy-Back 

2030-RC-OSP Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Commercial On-Site Pickup 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 
or 

4 = Insufficient funding. 
5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 
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 Program Listing for Date Printed 
 Kerman February 1,2005 

 Pre 1995 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ ------ 2001 ------ ------ 2002 ------ 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 1000-SR-XGC Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Xeriscaping/Grasscycling 

 1010-SR-BCM Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Backyard and On-Site Composting/Mulching 

 1020-SR-BWR Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO D 99 DE 99 DE 99 PF 
 Business Waste Reduction Program 

 1030-SR-PMT N Y 1993 SO SO SO SO D 4 DE 4 DE PF 
 Procurement 

 1050-SR-GOV N Y 1993 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Government Source Reduction Programs 

 1060-SR-MTE N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Material Exchange, Thrift Shops 

 2000-RC-CRB N Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Residential Curbside 

 2010-RC-DRP Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Residential Drop-Off 

 2020-RC-BYB Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Residential Buy-Back 

 2030-RC-OSP Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Commercial On-Site Pickup 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 

pplication:  PARIS            city was not incorporated or  

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut
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Office of Local Assistance Page 2 

Program Listing for Date Printed 

Kerman February 1,2005 

Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998 1999  2000  2001  2002  
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

2040-RC-SFH N N 1999 NA NA NA NA Al AO AO AO 
Commercial Self-Haul 

2050-RC-SCH N N NA PF PF PF PF PF PF PF PF 
School Recycling Programs 

2070-RC-SNL N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Special Collection Seasonal (regular) 

2080-RC-SPE N Y NA NI 7 NI 7 NI 7 NI 7 NI 7 NI 7 NI 7 PF 
Special Collection Events 

3000-CM-RCG N Y 1998 PF PF PF SI SO SO SO SO 
Residential Curbside Greenwaste Collection 

3020-CM-COG N Y NA NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 
Commercial On-Site Greenwaste Pick-up 

3030-CM-CSG N N 1995 Al AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
Commercial Self-Haul Greenwaste 

4010-SP-SLG N Y NA NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 SI SO 
Sludge (sewage/industrial) 

4020-SP-TRS Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Tires 

4030-SP-WHG Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
White Goods 

Status Code Legend 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 

Reason Code 
1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 

AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 

2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 

M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 
or 

4 = Insufficient funding. 
5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 
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 Program Listing for Date Printed 
 Kerman February 1,2005 

 Pre 1995 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ ------ 2001 ------ ------ 2002 ------ 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 2040-RC-SFH N N 1999 NA NA NA NA AI AO AO AO 
 Commercial Self-Haul 

 2050-RC-SCH N N NA PF PF PF PF PF PF PF PF 
 School Recycling Programs 

 2070-RC-SNL N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Special Collection Seasonal (regular) 

 2080-RC-SPE N Y NA NI 7 NI 7 NI 7 NI 7 NI 7 NI 7 NI 7 PF 
 Special Collection Events 

 3000-CM-RCG N Y 1998 PF PF PF SI SO SO SO SO 
 Residential Curbside Greenwaste Collection 

 3020-CM-COG N Y NA NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 
 Commercial On-Site Greenwaste Pick-up 

 3030-CM-CSG N N 1995 AI AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
 Commercial Self-Haul Greenwaste 

 4010-SP-SLG N Y NA NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 SI SO 
 Sludge (sewage/industrial) 

 4020-SP-TRS Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Tires 

 4030-SP-WHG Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 White Goods 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 

pplication:  PARIS            city was not incorporated or  

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut
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Office of Local Assistance Page 3 

Program Listing for Date Printed 

Kerman February 1,2005 

Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998 1999  2000  2001  2002  
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

4050-SP-WDW N Y 1998 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 SI SO SO SO SO 
Wood Waste 

4060-SP-CAR Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Concrete/Asphalt/Rubble 

5000-ED-ELC Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Electronic (radio ,TV, web, hotlines) 

5010-ED-PRN N Y 1993 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Print (brochures, flyers, guides, news articles) 

5020-ED-OUT N Y 1993 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Outreach (tech assistance, presentations, awards, 
fairs, field trips) 

5030-ED-SCH Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO D 99 SI 
Schools (education and curriculum) 

6000-PI-PLB N Y NA NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 PF 
Product and Landfill Bans 

6010-PI-EIN N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Economic Incentives 

6020-PI-ORD N Y NA PF PF PF PF PF PF PF PF 
Ordinances 

7000-FR-MRF N Y NA PF PF PF PF PF PF SI SO 
MRF 

Status Code Legend 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 

Reason Code 
1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 

AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 

2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 

M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 
or 

4 = Insufficient funding. 
5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 
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 Program Listing for Date Printed 
 Kerman February 1,2005 

 Pre 1995 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ ------ 2001 ------ ------ 2002 ------ 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 4050-SP-WDW N Y 1998 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 SI SO SO SO SO 
 Wood Waste 

 4060-SP-CAR Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Concrete/Asphalt/Rubble 

 5000-ED-ELC Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Electronic (radio ,TV, web, hotlines) 

 5010-ED-PRN N Y 1993 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Print (brochures, flyers, guides, news articles) 

 5020-ED-OUT N Y 1993 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Outreach (tech assistance, presentations, awards,  
 fairs, field trips) 

 5030-ED-SCH Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO D  99 SI 
 Schools (education and curriculum) 

 6000-PI-PLB N Y NA NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 PF 
 Product and Landfill Bans 

 6010-PI-EIN N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Economic Incentives 

 6020-PI-ORD N Y NA PF PF PF PF PF PF PF PF 
 Ordinances 

 7000-FR-MRF N Y NA PF PF PF PF PF PF SI SO 
 MRF 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 

pplication:  PARIS            city was not incorporated or  

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut
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Program Listing for Date Printed 

Kerman February 1,2005 

Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998 1999  2000  2001  2002  
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

7030-FR-CMF N Y 1998 PF PF PF Al AO AO AO AO 
Composting Facility 

8010-TR-BIO N Y 2002 PF PF PF PF PF PF PF SI 
Biomass 

9000-HH-PMF Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Permanent Facility 

9010-HH-MPC N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Mobile or Periodic Collection 

9020-HH-CSC N N 2001 PF PF PF PF PF PF Al AO 
Curbside Collection 

9040-HH-EDP N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Education Programs 

Add any additional programs below 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 
or 

4 = Insufficient funding. 
5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 
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 Program Listing for Date Printed 
 Kerman February 1,2005 

 Pre 1995 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ ------ 2001 ------ ------ 2002 ------ 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 7030-FR-CMF N Y 1998 PF PF PF AI AO AO AO AO 
 Composting Facility 

 8010-TR-BIO N Y 2002 PF PF PF PF PF PF PF SI 
 Biomass 

 9000-HH-PMF Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Permanent Facility 

 9010-HH-MPC N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Mobile or Periodic Collection 

 9020-HH-CSC N N 2001 PF PF PF PF PF PF AI AO 
 Curbside Collection 

 9040-HH-EDP N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Education Programs 

Add any additional programs below 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 

pplication:  PARIS            city was not incorporated or  

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-70 

Consideration Of A Second SB1066 Application By The City Of Kerman, Fresno County 

WHEREAS, Senate Bill (SB) 1066 modified Public Resources Code (PRC) Sections 41820 and 41785 for 
multiple year and multiple requests from jurisdictions for Time Extensions or Alternative Diversion 
Requirements in meeting the 50 percent diversion requirement; and 

WHEREAS, the Board approved the City of Kerman's (City's) first SB1066 Alternative Diversion Rate 
Requirement application on February 11, 2003; and 

WHEREAS, the City has subsequently found that it needs additional time to implement those programs 
described in its second SB1066 request for a Time Extension; and 

WHEREAS, based on the staff review of the City's progress to-date in implementing the programs described 
in its first Goal Achievement Plan, Board staff found that the City has made a good faith effort to implement 
those programs, but needs additional time to implement the programs described in its Plan of Correction 
(POC) for the second SB 1066 request; and 

WHEREAS, the City has submitted the necessary information and documentation required in a completed 
SB1066 Time Extension application; and 

WHEREAS, Board staff believes that this jurisdiction's proposed second Plan of Correction would be 
enhanced were they to include a program to investigate the feasibility of implementing a mandatory 
commercial recycling ordinance in the future. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby accepts the City of Kerman's second SB 
1066 request and recommends including a program to investigate the feasibility of implementing a mandatory 
commercial recycling ordinance in the future. The Time Extension will go through December 31, 2005, to 
allow the City time to implement its SRRE and to meet the 50 percent diversion requirement. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board directs the City of Kerman to report 
on its progress in implementing its POC by submitting a six month report and a final report at the end of the 
extension. 

CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly 
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 

Dated: 

Mark Leary 
Executive Director 

Page (2005-70) 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-70 

Consideration Of A Second SB1066 Application By The City Of Kerman, Fresno County 
 
WHEREAS, Senate Bill (SB) 1066 modified Public Resources Code (PRC) Sections 41820 and 41785 for 
multiple year and multiple requests from jurisdictions for Time Extensions or Alternative Diversion 
Requirements in meeting the 50 percent diversion requirement; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Board approved the City of Kerman’s (City’s) first SB1066 Alternative Diversion Rate 
Requirement application on February 11, 2003; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City has subsequently found that it needs additional time to implement those programs 
described in its second SB1066 request for a Time Extension; and 
 
WHEREAS, based on the staff review of the City’s progress to-date in implementing the programs described 
in its first Goal Achievement Plan, Board staff found that the City has made a good faith effort to implement 
those programs, but needs additional time to implement the programs described in its Plan of Correction 
(POC) for the second SB 1066 request; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City has submitted the necessary information and documentation required in a completed 
SB1066 Time Extension application; and 
 
WHEREAS, Board staff believes that this jurisdiction’s proposed second Plan of Correction would be 
enhanced were they to include a program to investigate the feasibility of implementing a mandatory 
commercial recycling ordinance in the future. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby accepts the City of Kerman’s second SB 
1066 request and recommends including a program to investigate the feasibility of implementing a mandatory 
commercial recycling ordinance in the future. The Time Extension will go through December 31, 2005, to 
allow the City time to implement its SRRE and to meet the 50 percent diversion requirement. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board directs the City of Kerman to report 
on its progress in implementing its POC by submitting a six month report and a final report at the end of the 
extension. 
 

CERTIFICATION 
 

The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly 
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management Board held on  March 15-16, 2005. 
 
Dated:   
 
 
 
Mark Leary 
Executive Director 



California Integrated Waste Management Board 
Board Meeting 

March 15-16, 2005 
AGENDA ITEM 13 (Revised) 

ITEM 
Consideration Of The Petition For Sludge Diversion Credit And Consideration Of A Request To 
Change The Base Year To 2003 For The Previously Approved Source Reduction And Recycling 
Element For The City Of Fairfield, Solano County 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
The City of Fairfield (City) has requested to change its base year to 2003. The City has 
requested a 71 percent diversion rate for the 2003 new base year. With the California 
Integrated Waste Management Board (Board) staff-recommended new base year, the 
City's diversion rate would 65 percent for 2003. The City is also requesting 
consideration of its petition for sludge diversion credit. The City has submitted 
documentation showing that sludge is being diverted in a manner that protects the public 
health, safety and the environment. A complete listing of the City's implemented 
programs is provided in Attachment 1 of this agenda item. 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
The Board has previously approved a Senate Bill 1066 Time Extension through December 
2003. This is the first time the City has requested a change to the base year to 2003 before 
the Board. 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
The Board may: 
1. Approve the City's base-year change as originally submitted. 
2. Approve the City's base-year change with staffs and/or Board-suggested modifications. 
3. Disapprove the City's base year change. 

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Board staff determined that the method used to establish the new base year with the 
recommended modifications has been adequately documented, and is generally consistent with 
previous Board standards for accuracy. Board staff therefore recommends the Board adopt 
Option 2, which would approve the revised base-year change with staff recommendations. 

V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 

1. Background 
Public Resources Code (PRC) Sections 41031 (cities) and 41331 (counties) require 
information submitted by jurisdictions on the quantities of solid waste generated, 
diverted, and disposed of, to include data that are as accurate as possible. At its 
March 1997 meeting, the Board approved methods for jurisdictions to use for 
improving the accuracy of their base-year generation data. One of the approved 
methods allows a jurisdiction to establish a more current base year. 
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AGENDA ITEM 13 (Revised) 

ITEM 
Consideration Of The Petition For Sludge Diversion Credit And Consideration Of A Request To 
Change The Base Year To 2003 For The Previously Approved Source Reduction And Recycling 
Element For The City Of Fairfield, Solano County 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
The City of Fairfield (City) has requested to change its base year to 2003.  The City has 
requested a 71 percent diversion rate for the 2003 new base year.  With the California 
Integrated Waste Management Board (Board) staff-recommended new base year, the 
City’s diversion rate would 65 percent for 2003.  The City is also requesting 
consideration of its petition for sludge diversion credit.  The City has submitted 
documentation showing that sludge is being diverted in a manner that protects the public 
health, safety and the environment.  A complete listing of the City’s implemented 
programs is provided in Attachment 1 of this agenda item.  
 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
The Board has previously approved a Senate Bill 1066 Time Extension through December 
2003.  This is the first time the City has requested a change to the base year to 2003 before 
the Board. 
 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
The Board may: 
1. Approve the City’s base-year change as originally submitted. 
2. Approve the City’s base-year change with staff’s and/or Board-suggested modifications. 
3. Disapprove the City’s base year change. 
 

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Board staff determined that the method used to establish the new base year with the 
recommended modifications has been adequately documented, and is generally consistent with 
previous Board standards for accuracy.  Board staff therefore recommends the Board adopt 
Option 2, which would approve the revised base-year change with staff recommendations. 
 

V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 

1.  Background 
Public Resources Code (PRC) Sections 41031 (cities) and 41331 (counties) require 
information submitted by jurisdictions on the quantities of solid waste generated, 
diverted, and disposed of, to include data that are as accurate as possible.  At its 
March 1997 meeting, the Board approved methods for jurisdictions to use for 
improving the accuracy of their base-year generation data.  One of the approved 
methods allows a jurisdiction to establish a more current base year.   
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2. Basis for staff's analysis 
the information below. Staffs analysis is based upon 

Existing Jurisdiction Conditions: 

Key Jurisdiction Conditions 
Waste Stream Data 

Base 
Year 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 

Pounds material 
generated per 

person per day 
(ppd) 

Population 

Non- 
Residential 

Waste Stream 
Percentage 

Residential 
Waste 
Stream 

Percentage 

2003 ND ND ND ND ND 65% 16.50 102,500 87% 13% 
* These values are based on 

Note: The pounds of waste 
residential percentage and 
brewery, puts the pounds 

City's geographic location: 
miles of relatively flat 
California's agricultural 

Base-Year Change 

the City's proposed 2003 base year change, discussed in the "Base Year Change" section below. 

generated by per person per day are higher than the average due to the higher non-
because the calculation is based on residential population. For example, one business, the 

per person per day higher by 5.7 pounds. 

The City of Fairfield, located in Solano County, occupies 37 square 
land in the northeast San Francisco Bay Area and the western edge of 

heartland, the Central Valley. 

to change its base year from 1990 to 2003. The City considers the 2003 data 
and is the best available data. There was no extrapolation of diversion data. 

generation in 2003, the City used disposal data from the Board's Disposal 
collected diversion information from the activities listed below. Staff 

in May 2004 to verify these activities. 

The City has requested 
to be more accurate, 

To estimate the waste 
Reporting System and 
conducted a site visit 

Program Description 
Residential: 
Curbside Recycling The City entered into a new contract in 2001 for hauler services which offered two 

different collection carts sizes, a 35 or a 65 gallon size, versus the old 14 gallon bin for 
recyclables, and a wider range of recyclable materials. In 2002, the hauler collected 
8,712 tons of recyclables and approximately 25,806 homes participating for a 
participation rate of 78%. Materials collected for recycling include mixed paper, junk 
mail, additional aluminum products, newspaper, cardboard, aluminum cans, bimetal 
cans, tin cans, glass bottles and jars, HDPE Plastic containers, and CRV materials. 

Buyback Centers The City has approximately 28 State Certified Recycling Centers located within the 
City limits which offered automated service for longer hours of operation and money 
voucher method of payment. 

Residential Drop-off Drop-off recycling is available at the solid waste facility, franchise hauler and other 
location throughout the City for a total of 12 drop-off centers. 

Curbside Greenwaste Collection Commencing in 2002, the City's franchise hauler implemented this program for 
approximately 23,000 single-family households. Green material is collected weekly, 
in either 64 or 96 gallon wheeled carts. Current participation rate was approximately 
50% during 2002. The City is continuing to promote food waste as part of this 
program and all fallen and clipped green material. 

Special Collection Events In 2002, the City worked with a local gas company and rental company to host a 
collection event free to residents to address the mass quantity of out dated and 
unusable propane tanks. The City is also an annual contributor to the Coastal Clean-up 
events. 

Commercial: 

Grasscycling Grasscycling is actively being utilized at the City's parks and Golf Courses resulting in 
over 4 tons of grasscycling. 
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2. Basis for staff’s analysis 
Staff’s analysis is based upon the information below. 
Existing Jurisdiction Conditions: 

 
 

Key Jurisdiction Conditions 
Waste Stream Data 

Base 
Year 

 
1998 

 
1999 

 
2000 

 
2001 

 
2002 

 
2003 

Pounds material 
generated per 
person per day  

(ppd) 

 
 

Population 

Non-
Residential 

Waste Stream 
Percentage 

Residential 
Waste 
Stream 

Percentage 
2003 ND ND ND ND ND 65% 16.50 102,500 87% 13% 

* These values are based on the City’s proposed 2003 base year change, discussed in the “Base Year Change” section below. 
 

Note:  The pounds of waste generated by per person per day are higher than the average due to the higher non-
residential percentage and because the calculation is based on residential population. For example, one business, the 
brewery, puts the pounds per person per day higher by 5.7 pounds.    
 
City’s geographic location:  The City of Fairfield, located in Solano County, occupies 37 square 
miles of relatively flat land in the northeast San Francisco Bay Area and the western edge of 
California’s agricultural heartland, the Central Valley. 
 
Base-Year Change 
The City has requested to change its base year from 1990 to 2003.  The City considers the 2003 data 
to be more accurate, and is the best available data.  There was no extrapolation of diversion data. 
   
To estimate the waste generation in 2003, the City used disposal data from the Board’s Disposal 
Reporting System and collected diversion information from the activities listed below.  Staff 
conducted a site visit in May 2004 to verify these activities.   
 
Program Description 
Residential:  
Curbside Recycling The City entered into a new contract in 2001 for hauler services which offered two 

different collection carts sizes, a 35 or a 65 gallon size, versus the old 14 gallon bin for 
recyclables, and a wider range of recyclable materials.  In 2002, the hauler collected 
8,712 tons of recyclables and approximately 25,806 homes participating for a 
participation rate of 78%.   Materials collected for recycling include mixed paper, junk 
mail, additional aluminum products, newspaper, cardboard, aluminum cans, bimetal 
cans, tin cans, glass bottles and jars, HDPE Plastic containers, and CRV materials.  

Buyback Centers The City has approximately 28 State Certified Recycling Centers located within the 
City limits which offered automated service for longer hours of operation and money 
voucher method of payment.  

Residential Drop-off Drop-off recycling is available at the solid waste facility, franchise hauler and other 
location throughout the City for a total of 12 drop-off centers. 

Curbside Greenwaste Collection Commencing in 2002, the City’s franchise hauler implemented this program for 
approximately 23,000 single-family households.  Green material is collected weekly, 
in either 64 or 96 gallon wheeled carts.  Current participation rate was approximately 
50% during 2002.  The City is continuing to promote food waste as part of this 
program and all fallen and clipped green material.  

Special Collection Events In 2002, the City worked with a local gas company and rental company to host a 
collection event free to residents to address the mass quantity of out dated and 
unusable propane tanks.  The City is also an annual contributor to the Coastal Clean-up 
events.    

Commercial:  

Grasscycling Grasscycling is actively being utilized at the City’s parks and Golf Courses resulting in 
over 4 tons of grasscycling. 



Board Meeting Agenda Item-13 (Revised) 
March 15-16, 2005 

Commercial Recycling The City's grocery stores have diversion programs in place to recycle materials (e.g., 
cardboard, plastic stretch film, bakery goods, bone and fat, produce trim, grease/oil, 
paper, newspaper and phone books). 

Commercial Greenwaste On-site 
Pick-up 

In 2002, the City's franchise hauler provided a green/food waste cart. During the first 
year, the participation rate was approximately 50%. For 2003, the City was able to 
divert 5,832 tons of green and food waste to compost. 

Rendering New hauler contract requires hauler to accept and take dead animals to landfill for 
rendering. City restaurants recycle their grease/cooking oil. 

Alternative Daily Cover In 2003, sewage sludge was used as ADC. In addition, ground green waste and 
construction and demolition material are also used as ADC. 

Construction and Demolition The City has developed a service agreement for C and D haulers and Fairfield is now 
accepting applications for C&D with the provision that 50% of C & D must be 
recycled. In addition, Fairfield's C & D collection is non-exclusive. In addition, 
concrete and asphalt is used for: 1) a road base at the landfill; and, 2) street 
maintenance by the City of Fairfield Public Works Department. 

Sludge Wastewater treatment plant sludge delivered to Potrero Hills Landfill for use as 
Alternative Daily Cover. 

Originally the jurisdiction claimed a diversion rate of 71 percent for 2003. Attachment 2a is the 
City's revised Base Year Modification Request. As a result of Board staffs visit/verification of 
the City's claimed diversion, Board staff is recommending acceptance of the revised 2003 
diversion rate of 65 percent. 

The City appears to have programs that support the proposed diversion rate. Attachment 2b is 
the certification prepared by Board staff that provides additional details to support the Board 
staff's recommendations for the new base year. 

Certification Changes 
Based on staff's analysis of the jurisdiction's proposed new base year, as well as a site 
verification of the survey results, Board staff recommends several deductions. Board staff has 
discussed the proposed changes with City representatives. The City representatives agree with 
Board staff's recommendations for the proposed changes. 

Attachment 3 is a summary of the changes showing what was originally claimed, Board staff 
findings, and the basis for the deductions and additions. With these changes, Board staff 
recommends the request for a new base year be approved. 

Base Year Analysis 

City of Fairfield Disposal Diversion Generation 
Old Base Year Tons (1990) 123,884 2,827 126,711 
Jurisdiction New Base Year Tons (2003) 107,010 267,247 374,257 
Board Staff Recommended New (2003) Base Year Tons 107,010 201,628 308,638 

2003 Diversion Rate using 
(1990) base year 

Jurisdiction Claimed Diversion Rate 
for 2003 

Board Staff Recommended Diversion 
Rate for 2003 

38% 71 % 65% 

In addition to any deductions already made by the City and Board staff, the Board has 
authority to make additional deductions to the diversion tonnage. Public Resources 
Code Sections 41031, 41033, 41331, and 41333 provide that jurisdictions' waste 
characterization components (which contain the waste generation studies) shall 
include data that are as accurate as possible. These statutes provide the basis for 
allowing jurisdictions to request, and for the Board to approve, new base years. 
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Commercial Recycling The City’s grocery stores have diversion programs in place to recycle materials (e.g., 
cardboard, plastic stretch film, bakery goods, bone and fat, produce trim, grease/oil, 
paper, newspaper and phone books).   

Commercial Greenwaste On-site  
Pick-up 

In 2002, the City’s franchise hauler provided a green/food waste cart.  During the first 
year, the participation rate was approximately 50%.  For 2003, the City was able to 
divert 5,832 tons of green and food waste to compost.    

Rendering New hauler contract requires hauler to accept and take dead animals to landfill for 
rendering.  City restaurants recycle their grease/cooking oil.    

Alternative Daily Cover In 2003, sewage sludge was used as ADC.   In addition, ground green waste and 
construction and demolition material are also used as ADC.      

Construction and Demolition The City has developed a service agreement for C and D haulers and Fairfield is now 
accepting applications for C&D with the provision that 50% of C & D must be 
recycled. In addition, Fairfield`s C & D collection is non-exclusive.  In addition, 
concrete and asphalt is used for: 1) a road base at the landfill; and, 2) street 
maintenance by the City of Fairfield Public Works Department.  

Sludge Wastewater treatment plant sludge delivered to Potrero Hills Landfill for use as 
Alternative Daily Cover. 

 
Originally the jurisdiction claimed a diversion rate of 71 percent for 2003.  Attachment 2a is the 
City’s revised Base Year Modification Request.  As a result of Board staff’s visit/verification of 
the City’s claimed diversion, Board staff is recommending acceptance of the revised 2003 
diversion rate of 65 percent.   
 
The City appears to have programs that support the proposed diversion rate.  Attachment 2b is 
the certification prepared by Board staff that provides additional details to support the Board 
staff’s recommendations for the new base year. 

 
Certification Changes  
Based on staff’s analysis of the jurisdiction’s proposed new base year, as well as a site 
verification of the survey results, Board staff recommends several deductions.  Board staff has 
discussed the proposed changes with City representatives. The City representatives agree with 
Board staff’s recommendations for the proposed changes.   
 
Attachment 3 is a summary of the changes showing what was originally claimed, Board staff 
findings, and the basis for the deductions and additions. With these changes, Board staff 
recommends the request for a new base year be approved.  
 
Base Year Analysis 
 

City of Fairfield Disposal Diversion Generation 
Old Base Year Tons (1990) 123,884 2,827 126,711 
Jurisdiction New Base Year Tons (2003) 107,010 267,247 374,257 
Board Staff Recommended New (2003) Base Year Tons 107,010 201,628 308,638 

 
2003 Diversion Rate using 

(1990) base year 
Jurisdiction Claimed Diversion Rate 

for 2003 
Board Staff Recommended Diversion 

Rate for 2003 
38% 71 % 65% 

 
In addition to any deductions already made by the City and Board staff, the Board has 
authority to make additional deductions to the diversion tonnage.  Public Resources 
Code Sections 41031, 41033, 41331, and 41333 provide that jurisdictions’ waste 
characterization components (which contain the waste generation studies) shall 
include data that are as accurate as possible.  These statutes provide the basis for 
allowing jurisdictions to request, and for the Board to approve, new base years.  
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Consequently, in considering new base year requests, the standard used by the Board 
is whether or not the new base year is as accurate as possible. To the extent that the 
Board determines that a portion of the new base year is not accurate, the Board may 
approve the remainder of the new base year, with the inaccurate portion removed. 

Sludge Petition 
PRC Section 41781.1 allows the Board to grant base year credit to jurisdictions hosting a 
sewage processing facility for sewage sludge diversion programs. Staff has received and 
reviewed a petition from the City of Brentwood Fairfield requesting that their diverted 
sludge tonnage be allowed to count towards the requirements of PRC Section 41781.1 
and Title 14, California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section 18775.2 also identifies the 
criteria that each jurisdiction must meet to petition the Board for sludge diversion credit. 

Requirements for Jurisdictions: 
In order to claim sludge diversion credit, a jurisdiction must submit a request, per 14 
CCR Section 18775.2 (a) (1), that includes: (1) a description of the proposed sludge 
diversion project; (2) a description of the monitoring programs that will be 
established to insure that the sludge reuse project did not pose a threat to public health 
or the environment; (3) and written certification from the agent(s) responsible for 
implementing the project that the proposed sludge reuse meets all applicable 
requirements of state and federal law. 

A jurisdiction must demonstrate, per PRC Section 41781 (b) and 14 CCR Sections 
18720 (44) and 18722 (m) (1), that the sludge was a waste type disposed of in a 
Board-permitted disposal facility in the base year, that the sludge was generated from 
a facility within the jurisdiction, and that the sludge comprised at least 0.001 percent 
of the jurisdiction's total disposed waste during the base year. 

Requirements for Board Staff: 
Upon receipt of the petition, staff reviews and analyzes the petition to determine 
whether sufficient information has been included in the request to enable the Board to 
make a finding. Board staff must notify the jurisdiction in writing within 45 days as 
to whether the petition is complete, pursuant to the criteria set forth in both PRC 
Section 41781.1 and 14 CCR Section 18775.2. Staff has reviewed the petition and 
found that the City has met the requirements of 18775.2, 41781 (b), 18720 and 18722. 

In addition, PRC Section 41781.1 (a) (1) (A) requires the Board to consult with, and 
obtain concurrence in the finding from the agencies listed below: 
• State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), and Regional Water Quality 

Control Boards (RWQCB), 
• State Department of Health Services (DHS), 
• State Air Resources Board (ARB), and Air Pollution Control Districts (APCD), 

and Air Quality Management Districts, and 

Board staff has reviewed the data submitted by the City and accepts that the sludge has been 
adequately analyzed, that the materials reused as described do not pose a threat to public 
health or the environment, and are in concurrence with requirements of these agencies. 
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Consequently, in considering new base year requests, the standard used by the Board 
is whether or not the new base year is as accurate as possible.  To the extent that the 
Board determines that a portion of the new base year is not accurate, the Board may 
approve the remainder of the new base year, with the inaccurate portion removed. 

 
Sludge Petition 
PRC Section 41781.1 allows the Board to grant base year credit to jurisdictions hosting a 
sewage processing facility for sewage sludge diversion programs.  Staff has received and 
reviewed a petition from the City of Brentwood Fairfield requesting that their diverted 
sludge tonnage be allowed to count towards the requirements of PRC Section 41781.1 
and Title 14, California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section 18775.2 also identifies the 
criteria that each jurisdiction must meet to petition the Board for sludge diversion credit. 

 
Requirements for Jurisdictions: 
In order to claim sludge diversion credit, a jurisdiction must submit a request, per 14 
CCR Section 18775.2 (a) (1), that includes: (1) a description of the proposed sludge 
diversion project; (2) a description of the monitoring programs that will be 
established to insure that the sludge reuse project did not pose a threat to public health 
or the environment; (3) and written certification from the agent(s) responsible for 
implementing the project that the proposed sludge reuse meets all applicable 
requirements of state and federal law. 

 
A jurisdiction must demonstrate, per PRC Section 41781 (b) and 14 CCR Sections 
18720 (44) and 18722 (m) (1), that the sludge was a waste type disposed of in a 
Board-permitted disposal facility in the base year, that the sludge was generated from 
a facility within the jurisdiction, and that the sludge comprised at least 0.001 percent 
of the jurisdiction’s total disposed waste during the base year.   

 
Requirements for Board Staff: 
Upon receipt of the petition, staff reviews and analyzes the petition to determine 
whether sufficient information has been included in the request to enable the Board to 
make a finding.  Board staff must notify the jurisdiction in writing within 45 days as 
to whether the petition is complete, pursuant to the criteria set forth in both PRC 
Section 41781.1 and 14 CCR Section 18775.2.  Staff has reviewed the petition and 
found that the City has met the requirements of 18775.2, 41781 (b), 18720 and 18722.  

 
In addition, PRC Section 41781.1 (a) (1) (A) requires the Board to consult with, and 
obtain concurrence in the finding from the agencies listed below: 
• State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB), and Regional Water Quality 

Control Boards (RWQCB), 
• State Department of Health Services (DHS), 
• State Air Resources Board (ARB), and Air Pollution Control Districts (APCD), 

and Air Quality Management Districts, and 
 

Board staff has reviewed the data submitted by the City and accepts that the sludge has been 
adequately analyzed, that the materials reused as described do not pose a threat to public 
health or the environment, and are in concurrence with requirements of these agencies. 
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3. Findings  
Staff believes the City has adequately documented its request for a 2003 base year 
change. For this reason, staff is recommending approval of the staff- 
recommended base year change request documented in Attachment 2b. 

B. Environmental Issues 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any environmental issues related 
to this item. 

C. Program/Long Term Impacts 
Improving the accuracy of jurisdiction's base year will lead to a more accurate 
statewide measurement. 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Approving the City's new base year will enable the City to more accurately measure 
the success of its diversion programs and therefore to more accurately report its 
progress to the Board. 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impact to the Board results from this item. 

F. Legal Issues 
As discussed above, this item represents the process for implementing PRC Section 
41031 that requires a City to submit data on quantities of waste generated, diverted 
and disposed that are as accurate as possible. 

G. Environmental Justice 
Community Setting. 

there 

in 

to 

are 

2000 Census Data — Demographics for City of Fairfield 
% White % Hispanic % Black %Native 

American 
%Asian %Pacific 

Islander 
%Other 

49.0 18.8 14.7 0.5 10.7 0.0 0.3 

2000 Census Data — Economic Data for City of Fairfield 
Median annual income Mean (average) income % individuals below poverty level 

51,151 61,629 9.3 

• Environmental Justice Issues. According to the jurisdictional representative, 
no environmental justice issues related to the new base year study in this community. 

• Efforts at Environmental Justice Outreach. Printed materials are available 
both Spanish and English languages. Additionally, English, Spanish and Hmong 
speaking city staff are available to answer questions from the public and to 
conduct targeted outreach activities. 

• Project Benefits. Improving the accuracy of jurisdiction's base year will lead 
a more accurate statewide measurement. 

H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
The City's new base year coincides with: 
• Goal 2, Objective 3 (D) 

Goal 7, Objective 1 (B) 
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3.  Findings 
Staff believes the City has adequately documented its request for a 2003 base year 
change.  For this reason, staff is recommending approval of the staff-
recommended base year change request documented in Attachment 2b.   

 
B. Environmental Issues 

Based on available information, staff is not aware of any environmental issues related 
to this item.  
 

C. Program/Long Term Impacts 
Improving the accuracy of jurisdiction’s base year will lead to a more accurate 
statewide measurement. 
 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Approving the City’s new base year will enable the City to more accurately measure 
the success of its diversion programs and therefore to more accurately report its 
progress to the Board. 
 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impact to the Board results from this item.  
 

F. Legal Issues 
As discussed above, this item represents the process for implementing PRC Section 
41031 that requires a City to submit data on quantities of waste generated, diverted 
and disposed that are as accurate as possible.  
 

G. Environmental Justice 
Community Setting.   

 

2000 Census Data – Demographics for City of Fairfield 
% White % Hispanic % Black %Native 

American 
%Asian %Pacific 

Islander 
%Other 

49.0 18.8 14.7 0.5 10.7 0.0 0.3 
 

2000 Census Data – Economic Data for City of Fairfield 
Median annual income Mean (average) income % individuals below poverty level 

51,151 61,629 9.3 
 

• Environmental Justice Issues.  According to the jurisdictional representative, there are 
no environmental justice issues related to the new base year study in this community.   

• Efforts at Environmental Justice Outreach.  Printed materials are available in 
both Spanish and English languages.  Additionally, English, Spanish and Hmong 
speaking city staff are available to answer questions from the public and to 
conduct targeted outreach activities.   

• Project Benefits.  Improving the accuracy of jurisdiction’s base year will lead to 
a more accurate statewide measurement. 

 
H. 2001 Strategic Plan 

The City’s new base year coincides with: 
• Goal 2, Objective 3 (D) 

Goal 7, Objective 1 (B) 
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VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
This item does not require any Board fiscal action. 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1. Program Listing for the City of Fairfield 
2a. Base Year Modification Request Certification for the City of Fairfield 
2b. Board staff Recommended Base Year Modification Request Certification 
3. Table A: Verification Findings for the City of Fairfield 
4. Resolution Number 2005-71 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff: Betty Fernandez Phone: (916) 341-6685 
B. Legal Staff: Elliot Block Phone: (916) 341-6080 
C. Administrative Staff: N/A Phone: N/A 

IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION 
A. Support 

1. City of Fairfield 
B. Opposition 

1. No known opposition. 
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VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
This item does not require any Board fiscal action.  
 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1. Program Listing for the City of Fairfield 
2a. Base Year Modification Request Certification for the City of Fairfield 
2b. Board staff Recommended Base Year Modification Request Certification 
3. Table A: Verification Findings for the City of Fairfield 
4. Resolution Number 2005-71 
 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A.  Program Staff:  Betty Fernandez    Phone:  (916) 341-6685 
B.  Legal Staff:  Elliot Block     Phone:  (916) 341-6080 
C.  Administrative Staff:  N/A Phone:  N/A 
 

IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION  
A. Support 

1.  City of Fairfield
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1.  No known opposition.   
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Program Listing for Date Printed 

Fairfield December 20,2004 

Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998  1999  2000  2001  2002  
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

1000-SR-XGC N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Xeriscaping/Grasscycling 

1010-SR-BCM N Y 1993 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO D 99 
Backyard and On-Site Composting/Mulching 

1020-SR-BWR N Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Business Waste Reduction Program 

1030-SR-PMT N Y 1998 PF PF PF SI SO SO SO SO 
Procurement 

1040-SR-SCH N Y 1997 PF PF SI SO SO SO SO SO 
School Source Reduction Programs 

1050-SR-GOV N Y 1993 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Government Source Reduction Programs 

1060-SR-MTE Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Material Exchange, Thrift Shops 

2000-RC-CRB N Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Residential Curbside 

2010-RC-DRP N Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Residential Drop-Off 

2020-RC-BYB N Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Residential Buy-Back 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 
or 

4 = Insufficient funding. 
5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 
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 Office of Local Assistance Page 1 
 Program Listing for Date Printed 
 Fairfield December 20,2004 

 Pre 1995 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ ------ 2001 ------ ------ 2002 ------ 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 1000-SR-XGC N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Xeriscaping/Grasscycling 

 1010-SR-BCM N Y 1993 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO D  99 
 Backyard and On-Site Composting/Mulching 

 1020-SR-BWR N Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Business Waste Reduction Program 

 1030-SR-PMT N Y 1998 PF PF PF SI SO SO SO SO 
 Procurement 

 1040-SR-SCH N Y 1997 PF PF SI SO SO SO SO SO 
 School Source Reduction Programs 

 1050-SR-GOV N Y 1993 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Government Source Reduction Programs 

 1060-SR-MTE Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Material Exchange, Thrift Shops 

 2000-RC-CRB N Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Residential Curbside 

 2010-RC-DRP N Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Residential Drop-Off 

 2020-RC-BYB N Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Residential Buy-Back 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 

pplication:  PARIS            city was not incorporated or  

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut
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Program Listing for Date Printed 

Fairfield December 20,2004 

Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998  1999  2000  2001  2002  
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

2030-RC-OSP N Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Commercial On-Site Pickup 

2040-RC-SFH Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Commercial Self-Haul 

2050-RC-SCH Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO AO AO AO 
School Recycling Programs 

2060-RC-GOV N Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Government Recycling Programs 

2070-RC-SNL N Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Special Collection Seasonal (regular) 

2080-RC-SPE N N 1991 AO AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
Special Collection Events 

3000-CM-RCG N Y NA PF PF PF PF PF PF PF SI 
Residential Curbside Greenwaste Collection 

3010-CM-RSG N Y 1998 PF PF PF SI SO SO SO SO 
Residential Self-haul Greenwaste 

3020-CM-COG N Y 1998 PF PF PF SI SO SO SO SO 
Commercial On-Site Greenwaste Pick-up 

3030-CM-CSG N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Commercial Self-Haul Greenwaste 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 
or 

4 = Insufficient funding. 
5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 
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 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
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Office of Local Assistance Page 3 

Program Listing for Date Printed 

Fairfield December 20,2004 

Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998  1999  2000  2001  2002  
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

3040-CM-FWC N N 1998 NA NA NA Al AO AO AO AO 
Food Waste Composting 

3050-CM-SCH N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO AO AO AO 
School Composting Programs 

3060-CM-GOV N N 1995 Al AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
Government Composting Programs 

4010-SP-SLG N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Sludge (sewage/industrial) 

4020-SP-TRS N Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Tires 

4030-SP-WHG Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
White Goods 

4040-SP-SCM N Y 1993 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Scrap Metal 

4050-SP-WDW Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO AO AO AO 
Wood Waste 

4060-SP-CAR Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO AO AO AO 
Concrete/Asphalt/Rubble 

4090-SP-RND N Y 1993 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Rendering 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 
or 

4 = Insufficient funding. 
5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 

Board Meeting   Agenda Item 13 
March 15-16, 2005  Attachment 1 
 Office of Local Assistance Page 3 
 Program Listing for Date Printed 
 Fairfield December 20,2004 

 Pre 1995 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ ------ 2001 ------ ------ 2002 ------ 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 3040-CM-FWC N N 1998 NA NA NA AI AO AO AO AO 
 Food Waste Composting 

 3050-CM-SCH N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO AO AO AO 
 School Composting Programs 

 3060-CM-GOV N N 1995 AI AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
 Government Composting Programs 

 4010-SP-SLG N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Sludge (sewage/industrial) 

 4020-SP-TRS N Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Tires 

 4030-SP-WHG Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 White Goods 

 4040-SP-SCM N Y 1993 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Scrap Metal 

 4050-SP-WDW Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO AO AO AO 
 Wood Waste 

 4060-SP-CAR Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO AO AO AO 
 Concrete/Asphalt/Rubble 

 4090-SP-RND N Y 1993 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Rendering 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 

pplication:  PARIS            city was not incorporated or  
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Office of Local Assistance Page 4 

Program Listing for Date Printed 

Fairfield December 20,2004 

Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998  1999  2000  2001  2002  
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

5000-ED-ELC Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Electronic (radio ,TV, web, hotlines) 

5010-ED-PRN N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Print (brochures, flyers, guides, news articles) 

5020-ED-OUT N Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Outreach (tech assistance, presentations, awards, 
fairs, field trips) 

5030-ED-SCH N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Schools (education and curriculum) 

6000-PI-PLB N N 1996 NA Al AO AO AO AO AO AO 
Product and Landfill Bans 

6010-PI-EIN N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Economic Incentives 

6020-PI-ORD Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Ordinances 

7000-FR-MRF N Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
MRF 

7010-FR-LAN N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Landfill 

7030-FR-CMF N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Composting Facility 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 
or 

4 = Insufficient funding. 
5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 

Board Meeting   Agenda Item 13 
March 15-16, 2005  Attachment 1 
 Office of Local Assistance Page 4 
 Program Listing for Date Printed 
 Fairfield December 20,2004 

 Pre 1995 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ ------ 2001 ------ ------ 2002 ------ 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 5000-ED-ELC Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Electronic (radio ,TV, web, hotlines) 

 5010-ED-PRN N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Print (brochures, flyers, guides, news articles) 

 5020-ED-OUT N Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Outreach (tech assistance, presentations, awards,  
 fairs, field trips) 

 5030-ED-SCH N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Schools (education and curriculum) 

 6000-PI-PLB N N 1996 NA AI AO AO AO AO AO AO 
 Product and Landfill Bans 

 6010-PI-EIN N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Economic Incentives 

 6020-PI-ORD Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Ordinances 

 7000-FR-MRF N Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 MRF 

 7010-FR-LAN N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Landfill 

 7030-FR-CMF N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Composting Facility 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 

pplication:  PARIS            city was not incorporated or  
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Office of Local Assistance Page 5 

Program Listing for Date Printed 

Fairfield December 20,2004 

Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998 1999  2000  2001  2002  
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

7040-FR-ADC N Y 1996 PF SI SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Alternative Daily Cover 

9000-HH-PMF N Y 1993 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Permanent Facility 

9010-HH-MPC N Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO D 99 
Mobile or Periodic Collection 

9020-HH-CSC N Y 1998 PF PF PF SI SO SO SO SO 
Curbside Collection 

9030-HH-WSE N Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Waste Exchange 

9040-HH-EDP N Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Education Programs 

9050-HH-OTH N N 2002 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Al 
Other HHW 

Add any additional programs below 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 
or 

4 = Insufficient funding. 
5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 

Board Meeting   Agenda Item 13 
March 15-16, 2005  Attachment 1 
 Office of Local Assistance Page 5 
 Program Listing for Date Printed 
 Fairfield December 20,2004 

 Pre 1995 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ ------ 2001 ------ ------ 2002 ------ 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 7040-FR-ADC N Y 1996 PF SI SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Alternative Daily Cover 

 9000-HH-PMF N Y 1993 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Permanent Facility 

 9010-HH-MPC N Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO D  99 
 Mobile or Periodic Collection 

 9020-HH-CSC N Y 1998 PF PF PF SI SO SO SO SO 
 Curbside Collection 

 9030-HH-WSE N Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Waste Exchange 

 9040-HH-EDP N Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Education Programs 

 9050-HH-OTH N N 2002 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA AI 
 Other HHW 

Add any additional programs below 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 

pplication:  PARIS            city was not incorporated or  
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Base Year Modification Request Certification 
Part 1: Generation Study - No Extrapolation 

To request a substitution for a previously approved 
generation study for your jurisdiction, please 
Assistance (OLA) representative at the address 
staff. When all documentation has been received, 
your appearance before the Board. If you have 
to be connected to your OLA representative. 

Mail completed documents to: 

California Integrated Waste Management 
Office of Local Assistance 
1001 I Street, (MS-25) 
PO Box 4025 
Sacramento, CA 95812-4025 

General Instructions: 
Please select the ONE choice below that best 
❑ 1. Use a recent generation-based study 

generation amount, but not officially change 

Diversion Data 

base year used in calculating the diversion rate report year 
complete and sign this form and return it to your Office of Local 

below, along with any additional information requested by OLA 
your OLA representative will work with you to prepare for 

any questions about this process, please call (916) 341-6199 

Board 

explains your request to the Board. 
to calculate our current reporting year 
our existing Board-approved base year. 
to officially change our 
base year. 

If you have problems 
of Local Assistance representative by calling (916) 341-6199. 

-, 2. Use a recent generation-based study 
existing Board-approved base year to a new 

The shaded cells on these sheets are protected. 
using these sheets, please contact your Office 

Section I: Jurisdiction Information and Certification 
All respondents must complete this section. 

I certify under penalty of perjury that the information in this document is true 
knowledge, and that I am authorized to make this certification on behalf of: 

and correct to the best of my 

Jurisdiction Name 

City of Fairfield 

County 

Solano 
thorized Signature 

---1— —7 -- ....4 
Title 

City Manager 

Type/Print Name of Person Signing Date it  V...04 Phone ( ) Include Area Code 

Kevin O'Rourke 707-428-7400 

Person Completing This Form (please print or type) Title 

Tammy Bennett Recycling Coordinator 

Affiliation: City of Fairfield 

Mailing Address City State ZIP Code 

1000 Webster St Fairfield CA 94533 

E-Mail Address tbennett@ci.fairfield.ca.us  
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Board Meeting 
March 15-16, 202a 

Section II: Information for New Generation-Based Study for. Existing or New Base Year 

Attach additional sheets if necessary—reference each response to the appropriate cell number (e.g.,"4"). 

Note: New base years must be representative of a jurisdiction's disposal and diversion. 
1. Current Board-approved existing base year: 2. Proposed new generation-based study year: 
1990 2003 

3. Explain how the proposed generation study year is representative of average annual jurisdiction disposal and diversion: 

Our current base year is still 1990, our original base year and we recoignize that this can not possibly correctly reflect a true 
marker by which our diversion should be measured. In addition, the City of Fairfield has experienced robust growth 
residentially, commercially, and industrially since 1990. We intend to demonstratein our request the true tonnage and 
diversion. 

4. Enter diversion rate information below. 
Diversion rate calculated using 
existing base year a. % 

Diversion rate calculated using new 
generation-based study b. 71% 

For existing base year 
pounds/person/day based on 
generation 8.5 lbs 

For new generation based study 
pounds/person/day based on 
generation 20.01 

Existing base year: 
Residential Non-Residential 
generation 25 % generation 75 % 

New generation based study: 
Residential Non-Residential 
generation 8 % generation 92 

Population existing generation-based study 78,650 Population new generation-based study 102,500 
5. Please explain how the new diversion rate is consistent with your current diversion implementation efforts and also explain 
the specific reasons for the difference. 
The City of Fairfield believes that the original generation study could not accurately estimate or calculate independent recycling. 
This is demonstrated in Fairfield's case as we are home to one of the Anhauser Busch brewerys. A. Busch, alone, generates 
as much waste as all of Fairfield combined. Fortunately, they recycle, compost, or reuse 96% of that waste. And the only part 
of that material that is reported is what goes to the hauler which is roughly 200 tons, out of a possible 106,812 possible tons. 

The current study more accurately represents what is happening in Fairfield. 

6. If the proposed new generation tonnage results in an increase in your pounds per day, please explain how this is consistent 
with your current diversion implementaion efforts and provide examples (e.g., change in jurisdiction's demographics). In 
addition, If your pounds per person is over the state average of 11.2 pounds, please explain why. 

Page 1 
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Section III - Disposal and Diversion Information 

76198 30812 107010 

and 

and submit with the new base 

1. Disposal Tonnage (enter values): 

Please select the ONE choice below that best explains your 
2 a. All tons claimed are from the Board's Disposal Reporting 
❑ b. All tons claimed are from a 100 percent audit of hauler 

submit with the new base year study.) 

❑ c. Some Disposal Reporting System data were corrected. 
year study.) 

Residential Non-Residential Total 
disposal data and complete the required tables. 

System (No explanation required. Go to Number 2.) 
and self-haul tonnage. (Please complete Reporting Year Tonnage Request and Modification Certification sheet found at www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/Forms/rytnmdrq.doc  

(Please complete Reporting Year Tonnage Modification Request and Certification sheet found at www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/Forms/rytnmdrq.doc  

2. In the table below, list the summarized diversion activities, and diversion data 
requested. Include type of record and location—for example, weight tickets from 
wastes, agricultural wastes,inert solids [e.g., concrete, asphalt, dirt, white goods, 
attachment with the generation study year and should be identified as Attachment 
(Note: The Board has indicated that total source reduction amounts greater 

Note: Detailed Non-Residential waste audit information for the top ten businesses 

Please use the Board's program types from the online glossary at: 
htto://www.ciwmb.ca.00v/LGCentral/PARIS/Codes/Reduce.htm  

records that support your claim and are available for Board audit. Note: The Board expects the jurisdictions to be able to provide all back-up documentation, if 
transfer stations. This section should capture all diversion tonnage (form will perform all addition and percentage calculations). If any diversion is from restricted 
and scrap metal] you must identify those programs and waste types and complete Section VI. Survey forms for the top ten businesses must be included as an 
4a. 
than five percent will be scrutinized. Please be prepared to substantiate the amounts.) 

surveyed must be included in Section IV. 

Diversion Activity 

Please use the Boards program types. The 
program type glossary is online at 
www.ciwmb.ca.nov/LGCentral/Paris/Codes/  

Actual tons 

(A) 

Percent of Total 
Generation 

(Afrotal 
Generation) 

Specific Material Type(s) (List program wimultiplis materials 
in one box) 

Indicate whether Actual Tons or Specific Conversion Factor and 
Source of Factor 

Type of Record (include copy with submittal) 

Reduce.htm  

Residential Source Reduction Activities 

Backyard composting 
Grasscycling 

Other Residential Source Reduction (list each program separately) 

Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 

Subtotal, Residential Source Reduction 
0 0% 

Residential Recycling Activities 

Curbside Recycling 
1051 0% 

'raper materials, Glass materials, Plastic materials, 
aluminum materials Actual Weights Based on DOC report 

Buyback Centers 2171 1% Glass, plastic, aluminum Actual Weights Based on DOC report 

Drop-off Centers 
53 0% Glass, plastic, aluminum, wood, metal, cardboard Actual Weights Based on DOC report 
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Diversion Activity 

Please use the Board's program types. The 
program type glossary is online at: 
www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/Paris/Codes/  

Actual tons 

(A) 

Percent of Total 
Generation 

(Arrotal 
Generation) 

Specific Material Type(*) (Ust program w/multiple materials 
In one box) 

Indicate whether Actual Tons or Specific Convention Factor and 
Source of Factor 

Typo of Record (include copy with submittal) 

Reduce.htm 

Other Residential Recycling (list each program separately) 

Curbside Non-CRV 
7553 2% bi-metal containers, cardboard, chip board, paper Actual Weight 

Total curbside tons (8604) reported on hauler annual 
report minusDOC annual report tonnage (1051) 

Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 

Subtotal, Residential Recycling 10828 3% 
Residential Composting Activities 

Green Waste Drop-off 
Curbside Green Waste 12116 3% Green Waste & Food Waste Actual Weight Per hauler annual report 
Christmas Tree Program 

Other Residential Composting (list each program separately) 

Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 

Subtotal, Residential Composting 
12116 3% 

Subtotal, Residential Diversion 22944 6% 
Non-Residential Source Reduction 
Activities: 

Non-Residential Waste Audits 
104956 28% 

Detailed information must be included in Section 
V Detailed information must be included in Section V Detailed information must be Included in Section V 

Other Non-Residential Source Reduction (list each program separately) 

Golf Course Grasscycling 2523 1% Grass 332 Total Mowable Acres x 7.6 tons Golf Course Maintenance Department 
City Parks and Buildings Grasscycling 1900 1% Grass 250 Total Mowable Acres x 7.6 tons City Public Works 
Park Recycling / Dry Leaves 

480 0% Dry Leaves 2794 cu yards of dry leaves @ 1 cu yrd = 343.7 lbs 

City Public Works measured material, Board conversion 
factors were used by TB to determine weight. No actual 
weight was taken. 

Park Recycling / Chip Trees 

111 0% Chip Trees 4780 cu yrds of green pruning @ 1 cu yrd = 46.69 lbs 

City Public Works measured material, Board conversion 
factors were used by TB to determine weight. No actual 
weight was taken. 

Commercial & Ind. Green Recycling 5832 2% Green waste Actual Weight Based on annual hauler report 

Subtotal, Non-Residential Source 
Reduction 115802 31% 
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Diversion Activity 

Please use the Board's program types. The 
program type glossary is online at: 
wpnv.ciwnnb.ca.clov/LGDentral/Paris/Codest  

Actual tons 

(A) 

POCCOf11 of Total 
Generation 

(A/Total 
Generation) 

Specific Material Typeis) 
In 
(list program w/multlpte 

one box) 
materials Indicate whether Actual Tons or Specific Conversion 

Source of Factor 
Factor and Type of Record (Include copy with submittal) 

Reduce.htm 

Non-Residential Recycling Activities: 

Non-Residential Waste Audits 
100257 27% 

Detailed Information must be 
V 

included in Section 
Detailed information must be included in Section V Detailed information must be included in Section V 

Other Non-Residential Recycling (list each program separately) 

Based on monthly reports from maintance organization 

Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 

Subtotal Non-Residential Recycling 
100257 27% 

Non-Residential Composting Activities 

Non-Residential Waste Audits 
18587 5% 

Detailed information must be 
v 

Included in Section 
Detailed information must be included in Section V [Detailed information must be included In Section V 

Other Non-Residential Composting (list each program separately) 

Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 

Subtotal Non-Residential Composting 18587 5% 

Subtotal Non-Residential Diversion 234646 63% 

Other Waste Material Activities 
(Note: If you are unable to provide the actual residential/non•residential split, please provide your best estimates of the split in each program type or put all the diversion under non-residental. 

Residential 

ADC 9657 3% Green Material Actual Weight Jurisdictional Disposal by Facility Report 
Sludge (must submit sludge cent form) 

Scrap Metal 
Construction and Demolition 
Landfill Salvage 
Other (e.g., ag waste) 

Subtotal Residential Waste 9657 3% 
Non-Residential 

ADC 
Sludge (must submit sludge cart form) 
Scrap Metal 
Construction and Demolition 
Landfill Salvage 
Other (e.g., ag waste) 

Subtotal Non-Residential Waste 
0 0% 
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Diversion Activity 

Please use the Board's program types. The 
program type glossary is online at: 
wvv.civanb,ca.00viLOCentraVPaiis/Codes/ 

Actual tons 

(A) 

Percent of Total 
Generation 

(A/Total 
Generation) 

Specific Material Type(s) (List program 
In one box) 

yr/multiple materials Indicate whether Actual Tons or Specific Conversion Factor and 
SOW. of Factor 

Type of Record (Include copy with submittal) 

Reduce.htrn 

Subtotal Residential/ 
Non-Residential Other Waste 9657 3% 

Total ResidentlallNon-Residential 
Source Reduction Tons 115802 31% 

Total Diversion Tons 267247 71% 

Total Disposal Tons from Number 1 107010 29% 

Total Generation Tons (Div+Dis) 374257 

NEW GENERATION STUDY 

DIVERSION RATE 71% 

Additional Information for Report Year Calculations - Biomass and Transformation Activities (Note: you cannot claim both biomass and transformation.) 

Biomass {must submit biomass cart form 
and muit be 10% Or less— use the 
calcuiator to calculate) 

Transformation 

Report Year Diversion Rate with 
Biomass or TransforniatIon Credit 
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Section IV - SRecitic Non-Residential Sector Waste Audits 

business name.(e.g., grocery 
number should be the same 

1. Top 10 Non-Residential Generators 

Please complete this table for the top ten non-residential businesses that were surveyed. Use the business type in lieu of the specific 
store vs. Safeway) List each non-residential business separately from largest to smallest, based on total diversion tons. Audit reference 
number used to identify businesses on the survey/audit sheets, and must correlate to the Section V spreadsheet. 

Type of Non-Residential 
Generator 

Audit 
Reference 

Number 

Specific/Major Diversion Activities 

Include Material Type 
(e.g., paper recycling, grasscycling). 

(List activities on one line) 

Source 

Reduction 
Tons 

Recycling 
Tons 

Composting 
Tons 

Total Diversion 
Tons 

Percent of Total 

Generation (Total 

Diversion 
TonsfTotal 

Generation in 

Section III) 

Survey Method 

Phone (P) 

Mail (M) 

On-site (0) 
other  

Brewery 1 Cardboard, white paper, Aluminum 
cans, scrap metal, yard waste, cullet 
glass, spent grain, plastic strapping 

106493 165 106658 28.5% 

On-Site - 
Report 

Concrete Recycler 2 Concrete & Steel 47014 47014 12.6% P/Fax 
Grocery Store ' 3 Bakery waste, bone/fat, grease/oil, 

paper, newspaper, OCC, pallets, 
phone books, plastic pallets, 
produce trim, stretch film, wax OCC 

27396 7668 35064 9.4% 

P/Fax 

Grocery Store 4 Bakery waste, bone/fat, grease/oil, 
paper, newspaper, OCC, pallets, 
phone books, plastic pallets, 
produce trim, stretch film, wax OCC 

27396 7668 35064 9.4% 

P/Fax 

Totals 208299 15501 223800 59.8% 

Also complete Section V which includes all of the businesses surveyed. Use the type of business and audit reference number in lieu of the specific business name. For 
each business include the diversion activity and material type and associated tonnage for each diversion activity/material type, and applicable conversion factors and 
sources. Copies of the audit survey form(s) for each of the top ten businesses must be included as an attachment. 

S:\Waste  Analysis\Web Projects\Working Drafts\BYNoExtrap2-19.xls Page 12 
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Section V - Non-Residential Generator Audit Diversion Spreadsheet 

Worksheet is unlocked to allow modification (e.g.„ adding ten rows and a subtotal row to the table for each generator). If you have 
any questions, please contact your OLA Representative at (916 341-6199. 

Non-Residential Generator Audit Diversion 
Non residential 

Generator 
Survey/Audit 

Identification Number 

Generator Type 
(Example - grocery 

store, retail, 
manufacturer) 

Brewery 

Material Type (Example - 
cardboard, glass, plastic, etc.) 

Spent Grain 

Specific Conversion Factor and 
Source or Actual Weight 

Actual weight 

Source 
Reduction 

(Tons) 

104956 

Recycling 
(Tons) 

0 

Composting 
(Tons) 

0 

Total Tons 

104956 1 
Glass (collet) Actual weight 0 630 0 630 
Aluminum Actual weight (double counted?) 0 46 0 46 
Cardboard Actual weight 0 647 0 647 
Plastic Strapping Actual weight 0 19 0 19 
Scrap Metal Actual weight (restricted waste?) 0 184 0 184 

Green Waste (# of Mowable Acres) Actual weight 0 0 165 165 
White Paper Actual weight 0 11 0 11 

Subtotal - 104956 1531 165 106658 

2 Concrete Recycler Concrete (restricted waste?) Actual weight 0 46934 0 46934 
Steel (restricted waste?) Actual weight 0 80 0 80 

Subtotal - 0 47014 0 47014 
3 Grocery Store Bakery Waste Actual weight 0 0 188 188 

Bone/Fat Actual weight 0 0 1700 1700 
Produce Trim Actual weight 0 0 5780 5780 
Paper Actual weight 0 75 0 75 
Newspaper Actual weight 0 3 0 
OCC Actual weight 0 25,047 0 25047 
Phone Books Actual weight 0 45 0 45 
Plastic Pallets Actual weight 0 197 0 197 
Stretch Film Actual weight 0 486 0 486 
Wax OCC Actual weight 0 0 1543 1543 

Subtotal - 0 25853 9211 3506 

Page13 

Board Meeting
March 15-16, 2005

Agenda Item 
Attachment 2a



Board Meeting Agenda Item 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 2a 

Non residential 
Generator 

Survey/Audit 
Identification Number 

Generator Type 
(Example - grocery 

store, retail, 
manufacturer} 

Material Type (Example - 
cardboard, glass, plastic, etc.) 

Specific Conversion Factor and 
Source or Actual Weight 

Source 
Reduction 

(Tons) 

Recycling 
(Tons) 

Composting 
(Tons) 

Total Tons 

4 Grocery Store Bakery Waste Actual weight 0 0 188 188 
Bone/Fat Actual weight 0 0 1700 1700 
Produce Trim Actual weight 0 0 5780 5780 
Paper Actual weight 0 75 0 75 
Newspaper Actual weight 0 3 0 
OCC Actual weight 25047 0 25047 
Phone Books Actual weight 0 45 0 45 
Plastic Pallets Actual weight 0 197 0 197 
Stretch Film Actual weight 0 486 0 486 
Wax OCC Actual weight 0 0 1543 1543 

Subtotal - 25853 9211 35064 

Subtotal - 

Subtotal - 
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Non residential Generator Type Material Type (Example - Specific Conversion Factor and Source Recycling Composting Total Tons 
Generator 

Survey/Audit 
Identification Number 

(Example - grocery 
store, retail, 

manufacturer) 

cardboard, glass, plastic, etc.) Source or Actual Weight Reduction 
(Tons) 

(Tons) (Tons) 

Subtotal - 

Subtotal - 

Subtotal - 
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Non residential Generator Type Material Type (Example - Specific Conversion Factor and Source Recycling Composting Total Tons 
Generator 

Survey/Audit 
Identification Number 

(Example - grocery 
store, retail, 

manufacturer) 

cardboard, glass, plastic, etc.) Source or Actual Weight Reduction 
(Tons) 

(Tons) (Tons) 

Subtotal - 

Subtotal - 
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Non residential 
Generator 

Survey/Audit 
Identification Number 

Generator Type 
(Example -  grocery 

store, retail, 
manufacturer) 

Material Type (Example -  
cardboard, glass, plastic, etc.) 

Specific Conversion Factor  and 
Source or Actual Weight 

Source 
Reduction 

(Tons) 

Recycling 
(Tons) 

Composting 
(Tons) 

Total Tons 

Subtotal - 

Subtotal - 

Subtotal - 

Grand Total 104,956 100,257 18,587 223800 
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Section VI - Restricted Waste 
For each restricted waste type (i.e., agricultural waste, inert solids, [e.g. concrete, asphalt, dirt, etc.] scrap metals and white 
goods [PRC section 41781.2]) and associated program or generator, please provide the following information: 

1. If the diversion program started on or after January 1, 1990, complete the following table. 
Note: Specific Program Name refers to one specific diversion program for that waste type (e.g., "Diversion conducted by 
city public waste dept.") Please input the complete program name with business type if appropriate. 

Restricted Waste Type Audit 
Reference 
Number 

Specific Program Name Year Started Tonnage 

Pull Down for Waste Types V 

Pull Down for Waste Types V 

Pull Down for Waste Types V 

Pull Down for Waste Types V 

Pull Down for Waste Types V 

Pull Down for Waste Types V 

2. If the diversion program started before January 1, 1990 - and if documentation on the 
has not been approved by the Board, on a separate sheet marked "Attachment Section 
documentation that indicates: 
■ How the diversion was the result of a local action taken by the jurisdiction, which specifically 
(PRC sec. 41781.2 [c] [1]). 

■ That the amount of that waste type diverted from the jurisdiction in 1990 was less than 
waste type disposed at a permitted disposal facility by the jurisdiction in any year before 1990. 
applicable to the entire jurisdiction, not to individual programs (PRC sec. 41781.2 [c] [2]). Please 
■ The jurisdiction is implementing, and will continue to implement, the diversion programs 
recycling element. 
Note: If documentation for a waste type and program has already been approved by the Board, 
an "Attachment Section VI.2" for that waste type and program. 
Instead please provide date of Board approval of previously submitted information. 
If documentation is not available, go to Number 4. 

program and waste type 
VI. 2", provide the 

resulted in the diversion 

or equal to the amount of that 
(Note: this criterion is 

include documentation. 
in its source reduction and 

you do not have to provide 

(Date) 

3. If the diversion program started before January 1, 1990, and the documentation requested in Section VI.2" is 
available (but not yet approved by the Board), complete the table below for each program claimed: 

Restricted Waste Type Audit 
Reference 

Number 

Specific Program Name New Base Year or Reporting 
Year Diversion Tonnage 

Pull Down for Waste Types V 

Pull Down for Waste Types V 

Pull Down for Waste Types V 

Pull Down for Waste Types I" 

Pull Down for Waste Types V 

Pull Down for Waste Types V 

4. If the diversion program started before January 1, 1990, and the documentation requested in Sect.VI.2 is not 
available, please complete the table below for each program claimed. Note: Only the difference between the new base 
year/reporting year and 1990 can be counted in the diversion rate calculation.The1990 tonnage must be subtantiated. 

Restricted Waste Type Audit 
Reference 
Number 

Specific Program Name New Base Year 
or Reporting 

Year Tonnage 

1990 Diversion 
Tonnage 

Difference 

Pull Down for Waste Types V 

Pull Down for Waste Types V 

Pull Down for Waste Types V 

Pull Down for Waste Types V 

Pull Down for Waste Types V 

Pull Down for Waste Types V 
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Base Year Modification Request Certification 
Part 1: Generation Study - No Extrapolation 
To request a substitution for a previously approved 
generation study for your jurisdiction, please 
Assistance (OLA) representative at the address 
staff. When all documentation has been received, 
appearance before the Board. If you have any 
connected to your OLA representative. 

Mail completed documents to: 

California Integrated Waste Management 
Office of Local Assistance 
1001 I Street, (MS-25) 
PO Box 4025 
Sacramento, CA 95812-4025 

General Instructions: 
Please select the ONE choice below that best 
❑ 1. Use a recent generation-based study to 

generation amount, but not officially change our 

Diversion Data 
base year used in calculating the diversion rate report year 

complete and sign this form and return it to your Office of Local 
below, along with any additional information requested by OLA 

your OLA representative will work with you to prepare for your 
questions about this process, please call (916) 341-6199 to be 

Board 

explains your request to the Board. 
calculate our current reporting year 
existing Board-approved base year. 

officially change our 
base year. 

If you have problems 
of Local Assistance representative by calling (916) 341-6199. 

2. Use a recent generation-based study to 
existing Board-approved base year to a new 

The shaded cells on these sheets are protected. 
using these sheets, please contact your Office 

Section I: Jurisdiction Information and Certification 
All respondents must complete this section. 
I certify under penalty of perjury that the information in this document is true 
knowledge, and that I am authorized to make this certification on behalf of: 

and correct to the best of my 

Jurisdiction Name 

City of Fairfield 
County 

Solano 
Authorized Signature Title 

Type/Print Name of Person Signing Date Phone ( ) Include Area Code 

Person Completing This Form (please print or type) Title 

Affiliation: 

Mailing Address City State ZIP Code 

E-Mail Address 
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Base Year Modification Request Certification
Part 1: Generation Study - No Extrapolation Diversion Data

Mail completed documents to:

     California Integrated Waste Management Board
     Office of Local Assistance
     1001 I Street, (MS-25)
     PO Box 4025
     Sacramento, CA  95812-4025

General Instructions:
Please select the ONE choice below that best explains your request to the Board.
       1. Use a recent generation-based study to calculate our current reporting year 
generation amount, but not officially change our existing Board-approved base year.
       2. Use a recent generation-based study to officially change our 
existing Board-approved base year to a new base year.

The shaded cells on these sheets are protected. If you have problems 
using these sheets, please contact your Office of Local Assistance representative by calling (916) 341-6199.

     

To request a substitution for a previously approved base year used in calculating the diversion rate report year 
generation study for your jurisdiction, please complete and sign this form and return it to your Office of Local 
Assistance (OLA) representative at the address below, along with any additional information requested by OLA 
staff.  When all documentation has been received, your OLA representative will work with you to prepare for your 
appearance before the Board.  If you have any questions about this process, please call (916) 341-6199 to be 
connected to your OLA representative.

Section l: Jurisdiction Information and Certification
All respondents must complete this section.
I certify under penalty of perjury that the information in this document is true and correct to the best of my 
knowledge, and that I am authorized to make this certification on behalf of:
Jurisdiction Name County

City of Fairfield Solano

Type/Print Name of Person Signing Date Phone (     ) Include Area Code
  

Authorized Signature Title

 

Affiliation:  

Person Completing This Form (please print or type)

Mailing Address

  

Title

City State ZIP Code

E-Mail Address
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Section II: Information for New Generation-Based Study for Existing or New Base Year 

Attach additional sheets if necessary—reference each response to the appropriate cell number (e.g.,"4"). 

Note: New base years must be representative of a jurisdiction's disposal and diversion. 
1. Current Board-approved existing base year: 2. Proposed new generation-based study year: 
1990 2003 

3. Explain how the proposed generation study year is representative of average annual jurisdiction disposal and diversion: 

Our current base year is still 1990, our original base year and we recoignize that this can not possibly correctly reflect a true 
marker by which our diversion should be measured. In addition, the City of Fairfield has experienced robust growth residentially, 
commercially, and industrially since 1990. We intend to demonstratein our request the true tonnage and diversion. 

4. Enter diversion rate information below. 
Diversion rate calculated using 
existing base year a. 38 % 

Diversion rate calculated using new 
generation-based study b. 65% 

For existing base year 
pounds/person/day based on 
generation 8.5 lbs 

For new generation based study 
pounds/person/day based on 
generation 16.50 

Existing base year: 
Residential Non-Residential 
generation 25 % generation 75 % 

New generation based study: 
Residential Non-Residential 
generation 13 % generation 87 

% 

Population existing generation-based study 78,650 Population new generation-based study 102,500 
5. Please explain how the new diversion rate is consistent with your current diversion implementation efforts and also explain the 
specific reasons for the difference. 
The City of Fairfield believes that the original generation study could not accurately estimate or calculate independent recycling. 
This is demonstrated in Fairfield's case as we are home to one of the Anhauser Busch brewerys. A. Busch, alone, generates as 

much waste as all of Fairfield combined. Fortunately, they recycle, compost, or reuse 96% of that waste. And the only part of 
that material that is reported is what goes to the hauler which is roughly 200 tons, out of a possible 106,812 possible tons. The 

current study more accurately represents what is happening in Fairfield. 

6. If the proposed new generation tonnage results in an increase in your pounds per day, please explain how this is consistent 
with your current diversion implementaion efforts and provide examples (e.g., change in jurisdiction's demographics). In addition, 
If your pounds per person is over the state average of 11.2 pounds, please explain why. 

The pounds of waste generated by per person per day are higher than the average due to the higher non-residential percentage and because 
the calculation is based on residential population. Just one business, the brewery, puts the pounds per person per day higher by 5.7 pounds. 
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a. % b.

% % % %

Section II: Information for New Generation-Based Study for Existing or New Base Year

Note: New base years must be representative of a jurisdiction's disposal and diversion.

4. Enter diversion rate information below.

Attach additional sheets if necessary—reference each response to the appropriate cell number (e.g.,"4").

1. Current Board-approved existing base year:

3. Explain how the proposed generation study year is representative of average annual jurisdiction disposal and diversion:

2. Proposed new generation-based study year:
1990 2003

Our current base year is still 1990, our original base year and we recoignize that this can not possibly correctly reflect a true 
marker by which our diversion should be measured. In addition, the City of Fairfield has experienced robust growth residentially, 
commercially, and industrially since 1990.  We intend to demonstratein our request the true tonnage and diversion.

65%38

Population new generation-based study 

Diversion rate calculated using 
existing base year

Diversion rate calculated using new 
generation-based study

Non-Residential
generation13

Existing base year: New generation based study:

6. If the proposed new generation tonnage results in an increase in your pounds per day, please explain how this is consistent 
with your current diversion implementaion efforts and provide examples (e.g., change in jurisdiction's demographics). In addition, 
If  your pounds per person is over the state average of 11.2 pounds, please explain why.

Residential
generation 25

102,50078,650

The City of Fairfield believes that the original generation study could not accurately estimate or calculate independent recycling.  
This is demonstrated in Fairfield's case as we are home to one of the Anhauser Busch brewerys.  A. Busch, alone, generates as 

much waste as all of Fairfield combined.  Fortunately, they recycle, compost, or reuse 96% of that waste.  And the only part of 
that material that is reported is what goes to the hauler which is roughly 200 tons, out of a possible 106,812 possible tons.   The 

current study more accurately represents what is happening in Fairfield.

5. Please explain how the new diversion rate is consistent with your current diversion implementation efforts and also explain the 
specific reasons for the difference.

87
Population existing generation-based study

16.50

Non-Residential 
generation 75

 Residential
generation

For existing base year 
pounds/person/day based on 
generation 8.5 lbs

For new generation based study 
pounds/person/day based on 
generation 

The pounds of waste generated by per person per day are higher than the average due to the higher non-residential percentage and because 
the calculation is based on residential population.  Just one business, the brewery, puts the pounds per person per day higher by 5.7 pounds.  
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Section III - Disposal and Diversion Information 

1. Disposal Tonnage (enter values): 

Please select the ONE choice below that best explains yourdisposal 
El a. All tons claimed are from the Board's Disposal Reporting 
El b. All tons claimed are from a 100 percent audit of 

submit with the new base year study.) 
El c. Some Disposal Reporting System data were corrected. 

year study.) 

76198 30812 107010 

www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/Forms/rytnmdrq.doc  and 

and submit with the new bas 

Residential Non-Residential Total 
data and complete the required tables. 

System (No explanation required. Go to Number 2.) 
hauler and self-haul tonnage. (Please complete Reporting Year Tonnage Request and Modification Certification sheet found at 

(Please complete Reporting Year Tonnage Modification Request and Certification sheet found at www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/Forrnskytnmdrq.doc  

2. In the table below, list the summarized diversion activities, and diversion 
requested. Include type of record and location—for example, weight tickets 
wastes, agricultural wastes,inert solids [e.g., concrete, asphalt, dirt, white goods, 
attachment with the generation study year and should be identified as Attachment 
(Note: The Board has indicated that total source reduction amounts greater 

Note: Detailed Non-Residential waste audit information for the top ten 

Please use the Board's program types from the online glossary at: 
http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/PARIS/Codes/Reduce.htm  

data records that support your claim and are available for Board auditiote: The Board expects the jurisdictions 
from transfer stations. This section should capture all diversion tonnage (form will perform all addition and percentage 

and scrap metal,] you must identify those programs and waste types and complete Section VI. Survey forms 
4a. 

than five percent will be scrutinized. Please be prepared to substantiate the amounts.) 

businesses surveyed must be included in Section IV. 

to be able to provide all back-up documentation, if 
calculations). If any diversion is from restricted 

for the top ten businesses must be included as an 

Diversion Activity 

Please use the Board's program types. 

Actual tons 

(A) 

Percent of Total 
Generation 

(A/Total 
Generation) 

Specific Material Type(s) (List program w/multiple materials 
in one box) 

indicate whether Actual Tons or Specific Conversion Factor and 
Source of Factor 

Type of Record (include copy with submittal) 

The program type glossary is online at: 
www.ciwmb.ca.nov/LGCentral/Paris/Codes  
/Reduce.htm 

Residential Source Reduction Activities 

Backyard composting 
Grasscycling 

Other Residential Source Reduction (list each program separately) 

Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 

Subtotal, Residential Source Reduction 
0 0% 

Residential Recycling Activities 

Curbside Recycling 
1051 0% 

Paper materials, Glass materials, Plastic materials, 
aluminum materials Actual Weights Based on DOC report 

Buyback Centers 2171 1% Glass, plastic, aluminum Actual Weights Based on DOC report 
Drop-off Centers 

53 0% Glass, plastic, aluminum, wood, metal, cardboard Actual Weights Based on DOC report 
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76198 30812 107010
Residential Non-Residential Total

Note: Detailed Non-Residential waste audit information for the top ten businesses surveyed must be included in Section IV.

http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/PARIS/Codes/Reduce.htm

Diversion Activity Actual tons Percent of Total 
Generation

Specific Material Type(s) (List program w/multiple materials 
in one box)

Indicate whether Actual Tons or Specific Conversion Factor and 
Source of Factor 

Type of Record (include copy with submittal)

Please use the Board’s program types. 
The program type glossary is online at: (A)

(A/Total 
Generation)

www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/Paris/Codes
/Reduce.htm

   Backyard composting
   Grasscycling

   Enter program name
   Enter program name
   Enter program name
   Enter program name
   Enter program name
Subtotal, Residential Source Reduction

0 0%
Residential Recycling Activities

  Curbside Recycling
1051 0%

Paper materials, Glass materials, Plastic materials, 
aluminum materials Actual Weights Based on DOC report

  Buyback Centers 2171 1% Glass, plastic, aluminum Actual Weights Based on DOC report
  Drop-off Centers

53 0% Glass, plastic, aluminum,  wood, metal, cardboard Actual Weights Based on DOC report

2. In the table below, list the summarized diversion activities, and diversion data records that support your claim and are available for Board audit. Note: The Board expects the jurisdictions to be able to provide all back-up documentation, if 
requested.  Include type of record and location—for example, weight tickets from transfer stations. This section should capture all diversion tonnage (form will perform all addition and percentage calculations).  If any diversion is from restricted 
wastes, agricultural wastes,inert solids [e.g., concrete, asphalt, dirt, white goods, and scrap metal,] you must identify those programs and waste types and complete Section VI. Survey forms for the top ten businesses must be included as an 
attachment with the generation study year and should be identified as Attachment 4a.
(Note: The Board has indicated that total source reduction amounts greater than five percent will be scrutinized. Please be prepared to substantiate the amounts.) 

  Other Residential Source Reduction (list each program separately)

Residential Source Reduction Activities

Please use the Board's program types from the online glossary at:

            c. Some Disposal Reporting System data were corrected. (Please complete Reporting Year Tonnage Modification Request and Certification sheet found at www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/Forms/rytnmdrq.doc and submit with the new bas
year study.)

Please select the ONE choice below that best explains your disposal data and complete the required tables.

Section III - Disposal and Diversion Information
1. Disposal Tonnage (enter values):

            a. All tons claimed are from the Board's Disposal Reporting System (No explanation required. Go to Number 2.)
            b. All tons claimed are from a 100 percent audit of hauler and self-haul tonnage.  (Please complete Reporting Year Tonnage Request and Modification Certification sheet found at www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/Forms/rytnmdrq.doc and 
submit with the new base year study.)
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Diversion Activity 

Please use the Board's program types. 
The program type glossary is online at: 
www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/Paris/Codes  

Actual tons 

(A) 

Percent of Total 
Generation 

(A/Total 
Generation) 

Specific Material Type(s) (List program w/multiple 
in one box) 

materials indicate whether Actual Tons or Specific Conversion 
Source of Factor 

Factor and Type of Record (include copy with submittal) 

/Reduce.htm 

Other Residential Recycling (list each program separately) 

Bi-metal containers, cardboard, chip board, paper Curbside Non-CRV 7553 2% Actual Weight 

Total curbside tons (8604) reported on hauler annual 
report minus DOC annual report tonnage (1051). 
Removed due to double counting. 

Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 

Subtotal, Residential Recycling 10828 4% 
Residential Composting Activities 

Green Waste Drop-off 
Curbside Green Waste 12116 4% Green waste & food waste Actual Weight Per hauler annual report 
Christmas Tree Program 

Other Residential Composting (list each program separately) 

Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 

Subtotal, Residential Composting 
12116 4% 

Subtotal, Residential Diversion 
22944 7% 

Non-Residential Source Reduction 
Activities: 

Non-Residential Waste Audits 
107479 35% 

Detailed information must be 
V 

included in Section 
Detailed information must be included in Section V Detailed information must be included in Section V 

Other Non-Residential Source Reduction (list each program separately) 

City Parks and Buildings Grasscycling 1900 1% Grass 250 Total Mowable Acres x 7.6 tons City Public Works 
Commercial & Ind. Green Waste 5832 2% Green waste Actual Weight Based on annual hauler repor 

Subtotal, Non-Residential Source 
Reduction 115211 37% 
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Diversion Activity Actual tons Percent of Total 
Generation

Specific Material Type(s) (List program w/multiple materials 
in one box)

Indicate whether Actual Tons or Specific Conversion Factor and 
Source of Factor 

Type of Record (include copy with submittal)

Please use the Board’s program types. 
The program type glossary is online at: (A)

(A/Total 
Generation)

www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/Paris/Codes
/Reduce.htm

Curbside Non-CRV 7553 2% Bi-metal containers, cardboard, chip board, paper Actual Weight

Total curbside tons (8604) reported on hauler annual 
report minus DOC annual report tonnage (1051).  
Removed due to double counting.

   Enter program name
   Enter program name
   Enter program name
   Enter program name
Subtotal, Residential Recycling 10828 4%
Residential Composting Activities

   Green Waste Drop-off
   Curbside Green Waste 12116 4% Green waste & food waste  Actual Weight Per hauler annual report
   Christmas Tree Program

   Enter program name
   Enter program name
   Enter program name
   Enter program name
   Enter program name
Subtotal, Residential Composting

12116 4%
Subtotal, Residential Diversion 22944 7%

  Non-Residential Waste Audits
107479 35%

Detailed information must be included in Section 
V Detailed information must be included in Section V Detailed information must be included in Section V

City Parks and Buildings Grasscycling 1900 1% Grass 250 Total Mowable Acres  x 7.6 tons City Public Works
Commercial & Ind. Green Waste 5832 2% Green waste Actual Weight Based on annual hauler report
Subtotal, Non-Residential Source 
Reduction 115211 37%

  Other Residential Recycling (list each program separately)

  Other Residential Composting (list each program separately)

  Other Non-Residential Source Reduction (list each program separately)

Non-Residential Source Reduction 
Activities:
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Diversion Activity 

Please use the Board's program types. 
The program type glossary is online at: 
www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/Paris/Codes  

Actual tons 

(A) 

Percent of Total 
Generation 

(A/Total 
Generation) 

Specific Material Type(s) 
in 
(List program w/multiple 

one box) 
materials indicate whether Actual Tons or Specific Conversion 

Source of Factor 
Factor and Type of Record (include copy with submittal) 

/Reduce.htm 

Non-Residential Recycling Activities: 

Non-Residential Waste Audits 
49127 16% 

Detailed information must be 
V 

included in Section 
Detailed information must be included in Section V Detailed information must be included in Section V 

Other Non-Residential Recycling (list each program separately) 

Enter program name 

Enter program name 

Enter program name 
Enter program name 

Subtotal Non-Residential Recycling 49127 16% 
Non-Residential Composting Activities 

Non-Residential Waste Audits 
325 0% 

Detailed information must be 
V 

included in Section 
Detailed information must be included in Section V Detailed information must be included in Section V 

Other Non-Residential Composting (lis each program separately) 

Enter program name 
Enter program name 

Enter program name 

Enter program name 
Enter program name 

Subtotal Non-Residential Composting 325 0% 
Subtotal Non-Residential Diversion 164664 53% 

Other Waste Material Activities 
Residential 

ADC 

14020 5% Green material, sludge and C & D Actual Weight Jurisdictional Disposal by Facility Report 
Sludge (must submit sludge cert form) 

Scrap Metal 

Construction and Demolition 
Landfill Salvage 
Other (e.g., ag waste) 

Subtotal Residential Waste 14020 5% 

Non-Residential 
ADC 0 0% 
Sludge (must submit sludge cert form) 

Scrap Metal 

Construction and Demolition 

Landfill Salvage 

Other (e.g., ag waste) 

Subtotal Non-Residential Waste 0 0% 
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Diversion Activity Actual tons Percent of Total 
Generation

Specific Material Type(s) (List program w/multiple materials 
in one box)

Indicate whether Actual Tons or Specific Conversion Factor and 
Source of Factor 

Type of Record (include copy with submittal)

Please use the Board’s program types. 
The program type glossary is online at: (A)

(A/Total 
Generation)

www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/Paris/Codes
/Reduce.htm

  Non-Residential Waste Audits
49127 16%

Detailed information must be included in Section 
V Detailed information must be included in Section V Detailed information must be included in Section V

 
   Enter program name

   Enter program name

   Enter program name
   Enter program name
Subtotal  Non-Residential Recycling 49127 16%
Non-Residential Composting Activities

  Non-Residential Waste Audits
325 0%

Detailed information must be included in Section 
V Detailed information must be included in Section V Detailed information must be included in Section V

   Enter program name
   Enter program name

   Enter program name

   Enter program name
   Enter program name

Subtotal  Non-Residential Composting 325 0%
Subtotal  Non-Residential Diversion 164664 53%

   ADC
14020 5% Green material, sludge and C & D  Actual Weight Jurisdictional Disposal by Facility Report

   Sludge (must submit sludge cert form)

   Scrap Metal

   Construction and Demolition
   Landfill Salvage
   Other (e.g., ag waste)
Subtotal Residential  Waste 14020 5%

   ADC 0 0%
   Sludge (must submit sludge cert form)

   Scrap Metal

   Construction and Demolition
   Landfill Salvage
   Other (e.g., ag waste)
Subtotal Non-Residential Waste 0 0%

Other Waste Material Activities

  Other Non-Residential Composting (list each program separately)

  Other Non-Residential Recycling (list each program separately)

Residential

Non-Residential 

Non-Residential Recycling Activities:
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Diversion Activity 

Please use the Board's program types. 
The program type glossary is online at: 

www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/Paris/Codes  

Actual tons 

(A) 

Percent of Total 
Generation 

(A/Total 
Generation) 

Specific Material Type(s) (List 
in 

program w/multiple 
one box) 

materials indicate whether Actual Tons or Specific Conversion Factor and 
Source of Factor 

Type of Record (include copy with submittal) 

/Reduce.htm 

Subtotal Residential/ 14020 5% 

Total Residential/Non-Residential 115211 37% 

Total Diversion Tons 201628 65% 

Total Disposal Tons from Number 1 107010 35% 

Total Generation Tons (Div+Dis) 308638 

NEW GENERATION STUDY 

DIVERSION RATE 65% 

Additional Information for Report Year Calculations - Biomass and Transformation Activities (Note: you cannot claim both biomass and transformation.) 
13I0MaSS (must submit biomass cen rorrn 
and must be 10% or less— use the 
calculator to calculate) 

Transformation 
Report Year Diversion Rate with 
Biomass or Transformation Credit 
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Diversion Activity Actual tons Percent of Total 
Generation

Specific Material Type(s) (List program w/multiple materials 
in one box)

Indicate whether Actual Tons or Specific Conversion Factor and 
Source of Factor 

Type of Record (include copy with submittal)

Please use the Board’s program types. 
The program type glossary is online at: (A)

(A/Total 
Generation)

www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/Paris/Codes
/Reduce.htm

Subtotal Residential/ 14020 5%
Total Residential/Non-Residential 115211 37%

Total Diversion Tons 201628 65%

Total Disposal Tons from Number 1 107010 35%

Total Generation Tons (Div+Dis) 308638

NEW GENERATION STUDY 
DIVERSION RATE 65%

Biomass (must submit biomass cert form 
and must be 10% or less-- use the 
calculator to calculate)
Transformation
Report Year Diversion Rate with 
Biomass or Transformation Credit

Additional Information for Report Year Calculations - Biomass and Transformation Activities (Note: you cannot claim both biomass and transformation.)
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Section IV - Specific Non-Residential Sector Waste Audits 
1. Top 10 Non-Residential Generators 

Please complete this table for the top ten non-residential businesses that were surveyed. Use the business type in lieu of the specific business name.(e.g., grocery 
store vs. Safeway) List each non-residential business separately from largest to smallest, based on total diversion tons. Audit reference number should be the same 
number used to identify businesses on the survey/audit sheets, and must correlate to the Section V spreadsheet. 

Type of Non-Residential 
Generator 

Audit 
Reference 
Number 

Specific/Major Diversion Activities 
Include Material Type 

(e.g., paper recycling, grasscycling). 
(List activities on one line) 

Source 
Reduction 

Tons 

Recycling 
Tons 

Composting 
Tons 

Total Diversion 
Tons 

Percent of Total 
Generation (Total 

Diversion 
Tons/Total 

Generation in 
Section III) 

Survey Method 
phone (P) 
Mail (M) 
On-site (0) 
Other 

Brewery 1 Cardboard, white paper, aluminum 
cans, scrap metal, yard waste, 
cullet glass, spent grain, plastic 
strapping, alcohol, plastic 
stretchwrap 104956 1662 165 106783.34 34.6% 

On-Site - 
Report 

Concrete Recycler 2 Concrete & Steel 47014 47014 15.2% P/Fax 
Grocery Store 3 Bakery waste, bone/fat, grease/oil, 

paper, newspaper, OCC, phone 
books, produce trim, stretch film, 
wax OCC 226 80 305.8 0.1% 

P/Fax 

Grocery Store 4 Bakery waste, bone/fat, grease/oil, 
paper, newspaper, OCC, pallets, 
phone books, plastic pallets, 
produce trim, stretch film, wax OCC 

226 80 305.8 0.1% 

P/Fax 

Golf Course 5 Grasscycling 
1368 1368 0.4% 

On-Site - 
Report 

Golf Course 6 Grasscycling 
1155 1155.2 0.4% 

On-Site - 
Report 

Totals 107479.2 49127.46 325.48 156932.14 50.8% 

Also complete Section V which includes all of the businesses surveyed. Use the type of business and audit reference number in lieu of the specific business name. For 
each business include the diversion activity and material type and associated tonnage for each diversion activity/material type, and applicable conversion factors and 
sources. Copies of the audit survey form(s) for each of the top ten businesses must be included as an attachment. 
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Section IV - Specific Non-Residential Sector Waste Audits

Type of Non-Residential 
Generator

Audit 
Reference 
Number 

Specific/Major Diversion Activities 
Include Material Type

(e.g., paper recycling, grasscycling).
(List activities on one line) 

Source 
Reduction 

Tons

Recycling 
Tons

Composting 
Tons

Total Diversion 
Tons

Percent of Total 
Generation (Total 

Diversion 
Tons/Total 

Generation in 
Section III)

Survey Method
Phone (P)
Mail (M)
On-site (O)
Other ___

Brewery 1 Cardboard, white paper, aluminum 
cans, scrap metal, yard waste, 
cullet glass, spent grain, plastic 
strapping, alcohol, plastic 
stretchwrap 104956 1662 165 106783.34 34.6%

On-Site - 
Report

Concrete Recycler 2 Concrete & Steel 47014 47014 15.2% P/Fax
Grocery Store 3 Bakery waste, bone/fat, grease/oil, 

paper, newspaper, OCC, phone 
books, produce trim, stretch film, 
wax OCC 226 80 305.8 0.1%

P/Fax

Grocery Store 4 Bakery waste, bone/fat, grease/oil, 
paper, newspaper, OCC, pallets, 
phone books, plastic pallets, 
produce trim, stretch film, wax OCC

226 80 305.8 0.1%

P/Fax

Golf Course 5 Grasscycling
1368 1368 0.4%

On-Site - 
Report

Golf Course 6 Grasscycling
1155 1155.2 0.4%

On-Site - 
Report

107479.2 49127.46 325.48 156932.14 50.8%Totals

1. Top 10 Non-Residential Generators

Please complete this table for the top ten non-residential businesses that were surveyed. Use the business type in lieu of the specific business name.(e.g., grocery 
store vs. Safeway) List each non-residential business separately from largest to smallest, based on total diversion tons. Audit reference number should be the same 
number used to identify businesses on the survey/audit sheets, and must correlate to the Section V spreadsheet.

Also complete Section V which includes all of the businesses surveyed. Use the type of business and audit reference number in lieu of the specific business name. For 
each business include the diversion activity and material type and associated tonnage for each diversion activity/material type, and applicable conversion factors and 
sources. Copies of the audit survey form(s) for each of the top ten businesses must be included as an attachment.
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Board Meeting Agenda Item 13 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 2b 

Section V - Non-Residential Generator Audit Diversion Spreadsheet 

Worksheet is unlocked to allow modification (e.g.„ adding ten rows and a subtotal row to the table for each generator). If you have 
any questions, please contact your OLA Representative at (916 341-6199. 
Non-Residential Generator Audit Diversion 

Non residential 
Generator 

Survey/Audit 
Identification Number 

Generator Type 
(Example - grocery 

store, retail, 
manufacturer) 

Material Type (Example - 
cardboard, glass, plastic, etc.) 

Specific Conversion Factor and 
Source or Actual Weight 

Source 
Reduction 

(Tons) 

Recycling 
(Tons) 

Composting 
(Tons) 

Total Tons 

1 Brewery Spent Grain Actual weight 104956 0 0 104956 
Glass (cullet) Actual weight 0 630 0 630 
Aluminum Actual weight 0 46 0 46 
Cardboard Actual weight 0 647 0 647 
Plastic Strapping Actual weight 0 19 0 19 
Scrap Metal Actual weight 0 184 0 184 

Grasscycling 
21.75 mowable acres at 7.6 tons per 
acre per year 0 0 165 165 

White Paper Actual weight 0 11 0 11 
Plastic stretch wrap Actual weight 5.5 5.5 
Alcohol Actual weight 120 120 

Subtotal - Subtotal 104956 1662.5 165 106783.5 
2 Concrete Recycler Concrete Actual weight 0 46934 0 46934 

Steel Actual weight 0 80 0 80 
Subtotal - Subtotal 0 47014 0 47014 
3 Grocery Store Bakery Waste Actual weight 0 0 1.63 1.63 

Bone/Fat Actual weight 0 0 14.78 14.78 
Produce Trim Actual weight 0 0 50.26 50.26 
Grease/Oil Actual weight 0 2.61 0 2.61 
Paper Actual weight 0 0.65 0 0.65 
Newspaper Actual weight 0 0.003 0 0.003 
OCC Actual weight 0 218 0 218 
Phone Books Actual weight 0 0.39 0 0.39 
Stretch Film Actual weight 0 4.23 0 4.23 
Wax OCC Actual weight 0 0 13.42 13.42 

Subtotal - Subtotal 0 225.883 80.09 305.973 
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Section V - Non-Residential Generator Audit Diversion Spreadsheet  

Non residential 
Generator 

Survey/Audit 
Identification Number

Generator Type 
(Example - grocery 

store, retail, 
manufacturer) 

Material Type (Example - 
cardboard, glass, plastic, etc.)

Specific Conversion Factor and 
Source or Actual Weight

Source 
Reduction 

(Tons)

Recycling 
(Tons)

Composting 
(Tons)

Total Tons

1 Brewery Spent Grain Actual weight 104956 0 0 104956
Glass (cullet) Actual weight 0 630 0 630
Aluminum Actual weight 0 46 0 46
Cardboard Actual weight 0 647 0 647
Plastic Strapping Actual weight 0 19 0 19
Scrap Metal Actual weight 0 184 0 184

Grasscycling
21.75 mowable acres at 7.6 tons per 
acre per year 0 0 165 165

White Paper Actual weight 0 11 0 11
Plastic stretch wrap Actual weight 5.5  5.5
Alcohol Actual weight 120 120

Subtotal - Subtotal 104956 1662.5 165 106783.5
2 Concrete Recycler Concrete Actual weight 0 46934 0 46934

Steel Actual weight 0 80 0 80
Subtotal - Subtotal 0 47014 0 47014
3 Grocery Store Bakery Waste Actual weight 0 0 1.63 1.63

Bone/Fat Actual weight 0 0 14.78 14.78
Produce Trim Actual weight 0 0 50.26 50.26
Grease/Oil Actual weight 0 2.61 0 2.61
Paper Actual weight 0 0.65 0 0.65
Newspaper Actual weight 0 0.003 0 0.003

  OCC Actual weight 0 218 0 218
Phone Books Actual weight 0 0.39 0 0.39
Stretch Film Actual weight 0 4.23 0 4.23
Wax OCC Actual weight 0 0 13.42 13.42

Subtotal - Subtotal 0 225.883 80.09 305.973

Non-Residential Generator Audit Diversion  

Worksheet is unlocked to allow modification (e.g., , adding ten rows and a subtotal row to the table for each generator). If you have 
any questions, please contact your OLA Representative at (916 341-6199.
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Board Meeting Agenda Item 13 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 2b 

Non residential 
Generator 

Survey/Audit 
Identification Number 

Generator Type 
(Example - grocery 

store, retail, 
manufacturer) 

Material Type (Example - 
cardboard, glass, plastic, etc.) 

Specific Conversion Factor and 
Source or Actual Weight 

Source 
Reduction 

(Tons) 

Recycling 
(Tons) 

Composting 
(Tons) 

Total Tons 

1.63 4 Grocery Store Bakery Waste Actual weight 0 0 1.63 
Bone/Fat Actual weight 0 0 14.78 14.78 
Produce Trim Actual weight 0 0 50.26 50.26 
Grease/Oil Actual weight 0 2.61 0 2.61 
Paper Actual weight 0 0.65 0 0.65 
Newspaper Actual weight 0 0.003 0 0.003 
OCC Actual weight 218 0 218 
Phone Books Actual weight 0 0.39 0 0.39 
Stretch Film Actual weight 0 4.23 0 4.23 
Wax OCC Actual weight 0 0 13.42 13.42 

Subtotal - Subtotal 0 225.883 80.09 305.973 

5 Golf Course Grasscycling 
180 acres at 7.6 
year 

tons per acre per 
1368 0 1368 

Subtotal 1368 1368 

Golf Course Grasscycling 
152 acres at 7.6 
year 

tons per acre per 
1155 1155 

Subtotal - Subtotal 1155 0 0 1155 

Grand Total Total 107,479 49,128 325 156,932 
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Non residential 
Generator 

Survey/Audit 
Identification Number

Generator Type 
(Example - grocery 

store, retail, 
manufacturer) 

Material Type (Example - 
cardboard, glass, plastic, etc.)

Specific Conversion Factor and 
Source or Actual Weight

Source 
Reduction 

(Tons)

Recycling 
(Tons)

Composting 
(Tons)

Total Tons

4 Grocery Store Bakery Waste Actual weight 0 0 1.63 1.63
Bone/Fat Actual weight 0 0 14.78 14.78
Produce Trim Actual weight 0 0 50.26 50.26
Grease/Oil Actual weight 0 2.61 0 2.61
Paper Actual weight 0 0.65 0 0.65
Newspaper Actual weight 0 0.003 0 0.003
OCC Actual weight 218 0 218
Phone Books Actual weight 0 0.39 0 0.39
Stretch Film Actual weight 0 4.23 0 4.23
Wax OCC Actual weight 0 0 13.42 13.42

Subtotal - Subtotal 0 225.883 80.09 305.973

5 Golf Course Grasscycling
180 acres at 7.6 tons per acre per 
year 1368 0 1368

Subtotal 1368 1368

Golf Course Grasscycling
152 acres at 7.6 tons per acre per 
year 1155 1155

Subtotal - Subtotal 1155 0 0 1155

Grand Total Total 107,479 49,128 325 156,932
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Board Meeting Agenda Item 13 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 2b 

Section VI - Restricted Waste 
For each restricted waste type (i.e., agricultural waste, inert solids, [e.g. concrete, asphalt, dirt, etc.] scrap metals and white 
goods [PRC section 41781.2]) and associated program or generator, please provide the following information: 

1. If the diversion program started on or after January 1, 1990, complete the following table. 
Note: Specific Program Name refers to one specific diversion program for that waste type (e.g., "Diversion conducted by 
city public waste dept.") Please input the complete program name with business type if appropriate. 

Restricted Waste Type Audit 
Reference 
Number 

Specific Program Name Year Started Tonnage 

Inert Solids v 2 Concrete Recycler 1995 46934 
Scrap Metal v 2 Concrete Recycler 1995 80 
Scrap Metal v 1 Brewery 1995 184 
Pull Down for Waste Types w 

Pull Down for Waste Types 

Pull Down for Waste Types 

w 

w 

2. If the diversion program started before January 1, 1990 - and if documentation on the 
has not been approved by the Board, on a separate sheet marked "Attachment Section 
documentation that indicates: 
■ How the diversion was the result of a local action taken by the jurisdiction, which specifically 
(PRC sec. 41781.2 [c] [1]). 

■ That the amount of that waste type diverted from the jurisdiction in 1990 was less than 
waste type disposed at a permitted disposal facility by the jurisdiction in any year before 1990. 
applicable to the entire jurisdiction, not to individual programs (PRC sec. 41781.2 [c] [2]). Please 
■ The jurisdiction is implementing, and will continue to implement, the diversion programs 
recycling element. 
Note: If documentation for a waste type and program has already been approved by the Board, 
an "Attachment Section VI.2" for that waste type and program. 
Instead please provide date of Board approval of previously submitted information. 
If documentation is not available, go to Number 4. 

program and waste type 
VI. 2", provide the 

resulted in the diversion 

or equal to the amount of that 
Note: this criterion is 

include documentation. 
in its source reduction and 

you do not have to provide 

(Date) 

3. If the diversion program started before January 1, 1990, and the documentation requested in Section VI.2" is 
available (but not yet approved by the Board), complete the table below for each program claimed: 

Restricted Waste Type Audit 
Reference 
Number 

Specific Program Name New Base Year or Reporting 
Year Diversion Tonnage 

Pull Down for Waste Types 

Pull Down for Waste Types 

Pull Down for Waste Types 

w 

w 

w 

Pull Down for Waste Types w 

Pull Down for Waste Types 

Pull Down for Waste Types 

w 

w 

4. If the diversion program started before January 1, 1990, and the documentation requested in Sect.Vl.2 is not 
available, please complete the table below for each program claimed. Note: Only the difference between the new base 
year/reporting year and 1990 can be counted in the diversion rate calculation.The1990 tonnage must be subtantiated. 

Restricted Waste Type 

Pull Down for Waste Types w 

Audit 
Reference 
Number 

Specific Program Name New Base Year 
or Reporting 

Year Tonnage 

1990 Diversion 
Tonnage 

Difference 

Pull Down for Waste Types w 

Pull Down for Waste Types w 

Pull Down for Waste Types w 

Pull Down for Waste Types w 

Pull Down for Waste Types w 
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Audit 
Reference 
Number

2
2
1

Instead please provide date of Board approval of previously submitted information. (Date)

Audit 
Reference 
Number

Audit 
Reference 
Number

New Base Year 
or Reporting 

Year Tonnage

1990 Diversion 
Tonnage

Difference

pull down for waste types
pull down for waste types

1995

Restricted Waste Type New Base Year or Reporting 
Year Diversion Tonnage

2. If the diversion program started before January 1, 1990 - and if documentation on the program and waste type
has not been approved by the Board, on a separate sheet marked "Attachment Section VI. 2", provide the 
documentation that indicates:

pull down for waste types

        How the diversion was the result of a local action taken by the jurisdiction, which specifically resulted in the diversion 
(PRC sec. 41781.2 [c] [1]).

pull down for waste types

4. If the diversion program started before January 1, 1990, and the documentation requested in Sect.VI.2 is not 
available, please complete the table below for each program claimed. Note : Only the difference between the new base 
year/reporting year and 1990 can be counted in the diversion rate calculation.The1990 tonnage must be subtantiated.

1995
80
184

Concrete Recycler
Brewery

For each restricted waste type (i.e., agricultural waste, inert solids, [e.g. concrete, asphalt, dirt, etc.] scrap metals and white 
goods [PRC section 41781.2]) and associated program or generator, please provide the following information:

1. If the diversion program started on or after January 1, 1990, complete the following table.
Note: Specific  Program Name refers to one specific diversion program for that waste type (e.g., "Diversion conducted by 
city public waste dept.".) Please input the complete program name with business type if appropriate.

Tonnage

46934

Year StartedRestricted Waste Type Specific Program Name

Concrete Recycler

pull down for waste types

pull down for waste types

pull down for waste types
pull down for waste types

Section VI - Restricted Waste

pull down for waste types

Restricted Waste Type

1995pull down for waste types

         That the amount of that waste type diverted from the jurisdiction in 1990 was less than or equal to the amount of that 
waste type disposed at a permitted disposal facility by the jurisdiction in any year before 1990. (Note: this criterion is 
applicable to the entire jurisdiction, not to individual programs (PRC sec. 41781.2 [c] [2]). Please include documentation.

pull down for waste types

pull down for waste types

Specific Program Name

3. If the diversion program started before January 1, 1990, and the documentation requested in Section VI.2" is 
available (but not yet approved by the Board), complete the table below for each program claimed:

Note: If documentation for a waste type and program has already been approved by the Board, you do not have to provide 
an "Attachment Section VI.2" for that waste type and program.  

If documentation is not available, go to Number 4.

         The jurisdiction is implementing, and will continue to implement, the diversion programs in its source reduction and 
recycling element.

Specific Program Name

Inert Solids

Scrap Metal

Scrap Metal

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste TypesPull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types
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Table A: Site Visit Verification Findings, Diversion Tonnage and Deductions for the City of Fairfield 
Business 

Audit/Survey 
Reference Business Type Material Type 

Program 
Activity 

NBY Study 
Claim (tons) Conversion Factor 

Verification 
Findings 

(tons) 

Verification Findings Comments and Site Visit 
Methodology (if different from conversion factor 

in the study) 

1 Brewery Spent Grain 
Source 
Reduction 104,956.00 Actual Weight 104,956.00 

Staff confirmed the actual weight with a company 
representative and received an annual actual weight 
report from brewery. Recycling is a major program 
with the brewery and all tonnages have to be 
reported to the corporate office. This tonnage is 
consistent year-to-year and meets the requirement 
for representativeness for a new base year. 

Glass (cullet) Recycling 630 Actual Weight 630.00 

Staff confirmed the actual weight with a company 
representative and received an annual actual weight 
report from brewery. Recycling is a major program 
with the brewery and all tonnages have to be 
reported to the corporate office. This tonnage is 
consistent year-to-year and meets the requirement 
for representativeness for a new base year. 

Aluminum Recycling 46.00 Actual Weight 46.00 

Staff confirmed the actual weight with a company 
representative and received an annual actual weight 
report from brewery. Recycling is a major program 
with the brewery and all tonnages have to be 
reported to the corporate office. This tonnage is 
consistent year-to-year and meets the requirement 
for representativeness for a new base year. 

Cardboard Recycling 647.00 Actual Weight 647.00 

Staff confirmed the actual weight with a company 
representative and received an annual actual weight 
report from brewery. Recycling is a major program 
with the brewery and all tonnages have to be 
reported to the corporate office. This tonnage is 
consistent year-to-year and meets the requirement 
for representativeness for a new base year. 

1 
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Agenda Item 13 
Attachment 3

Table A: Site Visit Verification Findings, Diversion Tonnage and Deductions for the City of Fairfield   
Business 

Audit/Survey 
Reference Business Type Material Type 

Program 
Activity

NBY Study 
Claim (tons) Conversion Factor

Verification 
Findings 

(tons)

Verification Findings Comments and Site Visit 
Methodology (if different from conversion factor 

in the study)

1 Brewery Spent Grain 
Source 
Reduction 104,956.00 Actual Weight 104,956.00

Staff confirmed the actual weight with a company 
representative and received an annual actual weight 
report from brewery.  Recycling is a major program 
with the brewery and all tonnages have to be 
reported to the corporate office.  This tonnage is 
consistent year-to-year and meets the requirement 
for representativeness for a new base year. 

Glass (cullet) Recycling 630 Actual Weight 630.00

Staff confirmed the actual weight with a company 
representative and received an annual actual weight 
report from brewery.  Recycling is a major program 
with the brewery and all tonnages have to be 
reported to the corporate office.  This tonnage is 
consistent year-to-year and meets the requirement 
for representativeness for a new base year.

Aluminum Recycling 46.00 Actual Weight 46.00

Staff confirmed the actual weight with a company 
representative and received an annual actual weight 
report from brewery.  Recycling is a major program 
with the brewery and all tonnages have to be 
reported to the corporate office.  This tonnage is 
consistent year-to-year and meets the requirement 
for representativeness for a new base year.

Cardboard Recycling 647.00 Actual Weight 647.00

Staff confirmed the actual weight with a company 
representative and received an annual actual weight 
report from brewery.  Recycling is a major program 
with the brewery and all tonnages have to be 
reported to the corporate office.  This tonnage is 
consistent year-to-year and meets the requirement 
for representativeness for a new base year.

 1
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Business 
Audit/Survey 

Reference Business Type Material Type 
Program 
Activity 

NBY Study 
Claim (tons) Conversion Factor 

Verification 
Findings 

(tons) 

Verification Findings Comments and Site Visit 
Methodology (if different from conversion factor 

in the study) 

Plastic 
Strapping Recycling 18.54 Actual Weight 18.54 

Staff confirmed the actual weight with a company 
representative and received an annual actual weight 
report from brewery. Recycling is a major program 
with the brewery and all tonnages have to be 
reported to the corporate office. This tonnage is 
consistent year-to-year and meets the requirement 
for representativeness for a new base year. 

Scrap Metal Recycling 184.00 Actual Weight 184.00 

Staff confirmed the actual weight with a company 
representative and received an annual actual weight 
report from brewery. Recycling is a major program 
with the brewery and all tonnages have to be 
reported to the corporate office. This tonnage is 
consistent year-to-year and meets the requirement 
for representativeness for a new base year. 

Grasscycling 
Source 
Reduction 165.00 

21,75 acres at 
acre per year 

7.6 tons per 
165.30 

Mowable Acres confirmed by Brewery maintenance 
department. 

White Paper Recycling 11.00 Actual Weight 11.00 

Staff confirmed the actual weight with a company 
representative and received an annual actual weight 
report from brewery. Recycling is a major program 
with the brewery and all tonnages have to be 
reported to the corporate office. This tonnage is 
consistent year-to-year and meets the requirement 
for representativeness for a new base year. 

Alcohol Recycling 120.00 Actual Weight 120.00 

Staff confirmed the actual weight with a company 
representative and received an annual actual weight 
report from brewery. A business purchases the 
alcohol from the Brewery and remanufacturers it into 
a fuel. Recycling is a major program with the 
brewery and all tonnages have to be reported to the 
corporate office. This tonnage is consistent year-to-
year and meets the requirement for 
representativeness for a new base year. 

2 
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Business 
Audit/Survey 

Reference Business Type Material Type 
Program 
Activity

NBY Study 
Claim (tons) Conversion Factor

Verification 
Findings 

(tons)

Verification Findings Comments and Site Visit 
Methodology (if different from conversion factor 

in the study)

Plastic 
Strapping Recycling 18.54 Actual Weight 18.54

Staff confirmed the actual weight with a company 
representative and received an annual actual weight 
report from brewery.  Recycling is a major program 
with the brewery and all tonnages have to be 
reported to the corporate office.  This tonnage is 
consistent year-to-year and meets the requirement 
for representativeness for a new base year.

Scrap Metal Recycling 184.00 Actual Weight 184.00

Staff confirmed the actual weight with a company 
representative and received an annual actual weight 
report from brewery.  Recycling is a major program 
with the brewery and all tonnages have to be 
reported to the corporate office.  This tonnage is 
consistent year-to-year and meets the requirement 
for representativeness for a new base year.

Grasscycling
Source 
Reduction 165.00

21,75 acres at 7.6 tons per 
acre per year 165.30

Mowable Acres confirmed by Brewery maintenance 
department.

White Paper Recycling 11.00 Actual Weight 11.00

Staff confirmed the actual weight with a company 
representative and received an annual actual weight 
report from brewery.  Recycling is a major program 
with the brewery and all tonnages have to be 
reported to the corporate office.  This tonnage is 
consistent year-to-year and meets the requirement 
for representativeness for a new base year.

Alcohol Recycling 120.00 Actual Weight 120.00

Staff confirmed the actual weight with a company 
representative and received an annual actual weight 
report from brewery.  A business purchases the 
alcohol from the Brewery and remanufacturers it into 
a fuel.  Recycling is a major program with the 
brewery and all tonnages have to be reported to the 
corporate office.  This tonnage is consistent year-to-
year and meets the requirement for 
representativeness for a new base year.

 2



Board Meeting Agenda Item 13 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 3 

Business 
Audit/Survey 

Reference Business Type Material Type 
Program 
Activity 

NBY Study 
Claim (tons) Conversion Factor 

Verification 
Findings 

(tons) 

Verification Findings Comments and Site Visit 
Methodology (if different from conversion factor 

in the study) 

Plastic 
Stretchwrap Recycling 5.50 Actual Weight 5.50 

Staff confirmed the actual weight with a company 
representative and received an annual actual weight 
report from brewery. Recycling is a major program 
with the brewery and all tonnages have to be 
reported to the corporate office. This tonnage is 
consistent year-to-year and meets the requirement 
for representativeness for a new base year. 

Beachwood 
Chips Recycling 184.00 Actual Weight 0.00 

This tonnage was eliminated since it had already 
been counted in the hauler data. 

Subtotal - 106,967.04 106,783.34 

2 Concrete Recycler Concrete Recycling 46,934.00 Actual Weight 46,934.00 

Staff confirmed the tonnage as actual weight based 
on an interview with management and from actual 
weight reports from the concrete recycler. Trucks 
are weighed at scales on site. This tonnage is 
consistent year-to-year and meets the requirement 
for representativeness for a new base year. 

Steel Recycling 80.00 Actual Weight 80.00 

Staff confirmed the tonnage as actual weight based 
on an interview with management and from actual 
weight reports from the concrete recycler. Trucks 
are weighed at scales on site. This tonnage is 
consistent year-to-year and meets the requirement 
for representativeness for a new base year. 

Subtotal - 47,014.00 47,014.00 

3 Grocery Store Bakery Waste Composting 181.83 Actual Weight 1.63 

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office. 
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store. 

Bone/Fat Composting 1,700.00 Actual Weight 14.78 

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office. 
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store. 

Produce Trim Composting 5,780.33 Actual Weight 50.26 

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office. 
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store. 
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Audit/Survey 

Reference Business Type Material Type 
Program 
Activity

NBY Study 
Claim (tons) Conversion Factor

Verification 
Findings 

(tons)

Verification Findings Comments and Site Visit 
Methodology (if different from conversion factor 

in the study)

Plastic 
Stretchwrap Recycling 5.50 Actual Weight 5.50

Staff confirmed the actual weight with a company 
representative and received an annual actual weight 
report from brewery.  Recycling is a major program 
with the brewery and all tonnages have to be 
reported to the corporate office.  This tonnage is 
consistent year-to-year and meets the requirement 
for representativeness for a new base year.

Beachwood 
Chips Recycling 184.00 Actual Weight 0.00

This tonnage was eliminated since it had already 
been counted in the hauler data.

Subtotal -   106,967.04 106,783.34

2 Concrete Recycler Concrete Recycling 46,934.00 Actual Weight 46,934.00

Staff confirmed the tonnage as actual weight based 
on an interview with management and from actual 
weight reports from the concrete recycler.  Trucks 
are weighed at scales on site.  This tonnage is 
consistent year-to-year and meets the requirement 
for representativeness for a new base year.

Steel Recycling 80.00 Actual Weight 80.00

Staff confirmed the tonnage as actual weight based 
on an interview with management and from actual 
weight reports from the concrete recycler.  Trucks 
are weighed at scales on site.  This tonnage is 
consistent year-to-year and meets the requirement 
for representativeness for a new base year.

Subtotal -   47,014.00 47,014.00

3 Grocery Store Bakery Waste Composting 181.83 Actual Weight 1.63

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office.  
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store.

Bone/Fat Composting 1,700.00 Actual Weight 14.78

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office.  
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store.

Produce Trim Composting 5,780.33 Actual Weight 50.26

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office.  
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store.
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March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 3 

Business 
Audit/Survey 

Reference Business Type Material Type 
Program 
Activity 

NBY Study 
Claim (tons) Conversion Factor 

Verification 
Findings 

(tons) 

Verification Findings Comments and Site Visit 
Methodology (if different from conversion factor 

in the study) 

Wax OCC Composting 1,542.77 Actual Weight 13.42 

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office. 
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store. 

Computer 
Paper Recycling 75.32 Actual Weight 0.65 

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office. 
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store. 

Grease/Oil Recycling 300.00 Actual Weight 2.61 

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office. 
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store. 

Newspaper Recycling 3.47 Actual Weight 0.03 

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office. 
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store. 

OCC Recycling 25,047.00 Actual Weight 218.00 

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office. 
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store. 

Phone Books Recycling 45.00 Actual Weight 0.39 

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office. 
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store. 

Stretch Film Recycling 486.11 Actual Weight 4.23 

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office. 
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store. 

Pallets 
(including 
plastic and 
chep) Recycling 5,779.85 Actual Weight 0.00 

Pallets are backhauled to the corporate office. A net 
reduction in disposal was not demonstrated. 

Subtotal - 40,941.68 306.00 

4 Grocery Store Bakery Waste Composting 181.83 Actual Weight 1.63 

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office. 
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store. 
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Reference Business Type Material Type 
Program 
Activity

NBY Study 
Claim (tons) Conversion Factor

Verification 
Findings 

(tons)

Verification Findings Comments and Site Visit 
Methodology (if different from conversion factor 

in the study)

Wax OCC Composting 1,542.77 Actual Weight 13.42

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office.  
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store.

Computer 
Paper Recycling 75.32 Actual Weight 0.65

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office.  
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store.

Grease/Oil Recycling 300.00 Actual Weight 2.61

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office.  
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store.

Newspaper Recycling 3.47 Actual Weight 0.03

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office.  
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store.

OCC Recycling 25,047.00 Actual Weight 218.00

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office.  
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store.

Phone Books Recycling 45.00 Actual Weight 0.39

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office.  
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store.

Stretch Film Recycling 486.11 Actual Weight 4.23

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office.  
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store.

Pallets 
(including 
plastic and 
chep) Recycling 5,779.85 Actual Weight 0.00

Pallets are backhauled to the corporate office.  A net 
reduction in disposal was not demonstrated.

Subtotal -   40,941.68  306.00  

4 Grocery Store Bakery Waste Composting 181.83 Actual Weight 1.63

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office.  
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store.
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(tons) 
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Methodology (if different from conversion factor 

in the study) 

Bone/Fat Composting 1,700.00 Actual Weight 14.78 

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office. 
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store. 

Produce Trim Composting 5,780.33 Actual Weight 50.26 

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office. 
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store. 

Wax OCC Composting 1,542.77 Actual Weight 13.42 

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office. 
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store. 

Computer 
Paper Recycling 75.32 Actual Weight 0.65 

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office. 
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store. 

Grease/Oil Recycling 300.00 Actual Weight 2.61 

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office. 
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store. 

Newspaper Recycling 3.47 Actual Weight 0.03 

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office. 
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store. 

OCC Recycling 25,047.00 Actual Weight 218.00 

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office. 
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store. 

Phone Books Recycling 45.00 Actual Weight 0.39 

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office. 
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store. 

Stretch Film Recycling 486.11 Actual Weight 4.23 

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office. 
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store. 

Pallets 
(including 
plastic and 
chep) Recycling 5,779.85 Actual Weight 0.00 

Pallets are backhauled to the corporate office. A net 
reduction in disposal was not demonstrated. 
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Reference Business Type Material Type 
Program 
Activity

NBY Study 
Claim (tons) Conversion Factor

Verification 
Findings 

(tons)

Verification Findings Comments and Site Visit 
Methodology (if different from conversion factor 

in the study)

Bone/Fat Composting 1,700.00 Actual Weight 14.78

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office.  
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store.

Produce Trim Composting 5,780.33 Actual Weight 50.26

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office.  
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store.

Wax OCC Composting 1,542.77 Actual Weight 13.42

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office.  
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store.

Computer 
Paper Recycling 75.32 Actual Weight 0.65

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office.  
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store.

Grease/Oil Recycling 300.00 Actual Weight 2.61

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office.  
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store.

Newspaper Recycling 3.47 Actual Weight 0.03

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office.  
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store.

OCC Recycling 25,047.00 Actual Weight 218.00

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office.  
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store.

Phone Books Recycling 45.00 Actual Weight 0.39

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office.  
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store.

Stretch Film Recycling 486.11 Actual Weight 4.23

Staff verified with the grocery chain corporate office.  
A revised report was received from the corporate 
office showing the actual weights for each store.

Pallets 
(including 
plastic and 
chep) Recycling 5,779.85 Actual Weight 0.00

Pallets are backhauled to the corporate office.  A net 
reduction in disposal was not demonstrated.
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Activity 

NBY Study 
Claim (tons) Conversion Factor 
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Findings 

(tons) 

Verification Findings Comments and Site Visit 
Methodology (if different from conversion factor 

in the study) 

Subtotal - 40,941.68 306.00 

5 Golf Course Grasscycling 
Source 
Reduction 1,368.00 

180 acres at 7.6 tons per acre 
per year 1,368.00 

Staff confirmed the acreage with the golf course 
maintenance staff. 

Subtotal - 1,368.00 1,368.00 

6 Golf Course Grasscycling 
Source 
Reduction 1,155.00 

152 acres at 7.6 tons per acre 
per year 1,155.00 

Staff confirmed the acreage with the golf course 
maintenance staff. 

Subtotal Golf Course 1,155.00 1,155.00 

7 City Parks Grasscycling 
Source 
Reduction 1,900.00 7.6 tons per acre per year 1,900.00 Staff confirmed the acreage with City Staff. 

Dry leaves Composting 480.00 
2794 cubic yards @ one cubic 
yard = 343.7 lbs. 0.00 

This tonnage was eliminated because there was no 
way to determine the weight of the material. 

Chip trees Composting 111.00 
4780 cubic yards @ one cubic 
yard = 46.69 lbs. 0.00 

This tonnage was eliminated because there was no 
way to determine the weight of the material. 

Subtotal - 2,491.00 1,900.00 

ADC 

Sludge/Greee 
nwaste and C 
& D Recycling 9,657.00 Actual Weight 14,020.00 

CIWMB Staff confirmed actual weight per Disposal 
Reporting System which is an internal tracking 
database for ADC, Sludge and Greenwaste. 

Subtotal 9,657.00 14,020.00 

Grand Total -
Businesses 250,535.40 172,852.34 
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Reference Business Type Material Type 
Program 
Activity

NBY Study 
Claim (tons) Conversion Factor

Verification 
Findings 

(tons)

Verification Findings Comments and Site Visit 
Methodology (if different from conversion factor 

in the study)
Subtotal -   40,941.68  306.00  

5 Golf Course Grasscycling
Source 
Reduction 1,368.00

180 acres at 7.6 tons per acre 
per year 1,368.00

Staff confirmed the acreage with the golf course 
maintenance staff.

Subtotal -  1,368.00  1,368.00

6 Golf Course Grasscycling
Source 
Reduction 1,155.00

152 acres at 7.6 tons per acre 
per year 1,155.00

Staff confirmed the acreage with the golf course 
maintenance staff.

Subtotal Golf Course 1,155.00  1,155.00

7 City Parks Grasscycling
Source 
Reduction 1,900.00 7.6 tons per acre per year 1,900.00 Staff confirmed the acreage with City Staff.

Dry leaves Composting 480.00
2794 cubic yards @ one cubic 
yard = 343.7 lbs. 0.00

This tonnage was eliminated because there was no 
way to determine the weight of the material.

Chip trees Composting 111.00
4780 cubic yards @ one cubic 
yard = 46.69 lbs. 0.00

This tonnage was eliminated because there was no 
way to determine the weight of the material.

Subtotal -  2,491.00 1,900.00

ADC

Sludge/Greee
nwaste and C 
& D Recycling 9,657.00 Actual Weight 14,020.00

CIWMB Staff confirmed actual weight per Disposal 
Reporting System which is an internal tracking 
database for ADC, Sludge and Greenwaste.

Subtotal 9,657.00 14,020.00
   

Grand Total - 
Businesses  250,535.40  172,852.34  
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March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 4 

CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 

Resolution 2005-71 

Consideration Of The Petition For Sludge Diversion Credit And Consideration Of A Request To 
Change The Base Year To 2003 For The Previously Approved Source Reduction And Recycling 
Element For The City Of Fairfield, Solano County 

WHEREAS, Public Resources Code Sections 41031 (Cities) and 41331 (Counties) require that 
information submitted by a jurisdiction on the quantities of solid waste it has generated, diverted 
and disposed, shall include data as accurate as possible to enable the Integrated Waste 
Management Board (Board) to accurately measure the jurisdiction's achievement of the 
diversion requirement pursuant to PRC Section 41780; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Fairfield (City) submitted documentation requesting to change its base 
year to 2003, which it claims is as accurate as possible; and 

WHEREAS, a portion of the diversion tonnage originally claimed by the City has been modified 
as a result of staff verification, and is reflected in the staff-revised certification. 

WHEREAS, the City's base-year change request includes a request for diversion credit for 
sludge diversion; and 

WHEREAS, Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 41781.1 allows the Board to grant diversion 
credit for sludge to a qualifying jurisdiction for application toward the waste diversion 
requirements of PRC Section 41780, providing that certain specified requirements are met; and 

WHEREAS, the City's sludge request complies with the requirements of PRC Section 41781.1 
and Title 14, California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section 18775.2; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board, as required by PRC Section 
41781.1, finds that the City's sludge has been adequately analyzed and the material's reuse, as 
described, does not pose a threat to public health or the environment. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board approves the City's 
request for sludge diversion credit to be applied toward the diversion requirements of PRC 
Section 41780. 

(over) 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 

Resolution 2005-71 
Consideration Of The Petition For Sludge Diversion Credit And Consideration Of A Request To 
Change The Base Year To 2003 For The Previously Approved Source Reduction And Recycling 
Element For The City Of Fairfield, Solano County 
 
WHEREAS, Public Resources Code Sections 41031 (Cities) and 41331 (Counties) require that 
information submitted by a jurisdiction on the quantities of solid waste it has generated, diverted 
and disposed, shall include data as accurate as possible to enable the Integrated Waste 
Management Board (Board) to accurately measure the jurisdiction’s achievement of the 
diversion requirement pursuant to PRC Section 41780; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Fairfield (City) submitted documentation requesting to change its base 
year to 2003, which it claims is as accurate as possible; and 
 
WHEREAS, a portion of the diversion tonnage originally claimed by the City has been modified 
as a result of staff verification, and is reflected in the staff-revised certification. 
 
WHEREAS, the City’s base-year change request includes a request for diversion credit for 
sludge diversion; and 
 
WHEREAS, Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 41781.1 allows the Board to grant diversion 
credit for sludge to a qualifying jurisdiction for application toward the waste diversion 
requirements of PRC Section 41780, providing that certain specified requirements are met; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City's sludge request complies with the requirements of PRC Section 41781.1 
and Title 14, California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section 18775.2; and 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board, as required by PRC Section 
41781.1, finds that the City's sludge has been adequately analyzed and the material’s reuse, as 
described, does not pose a threat to public health or the environment. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board approves the City's 
request for sludge diversion credit to be applied toward the diversion requirements of PRC 
Section 41780. 
 
 

 
(over) 



NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board hereby approves the 
base year change with 
of Fairfield. 

the staff-recommended changes as noted in this item to 2003 for the City 

CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a 
resolution duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 

Dated: 

Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board hereby approves the 
base year change with the staff-recommended changes as noted in this item to 2003 for the City 
of Fairfield. 
 

CERTIFICATION 
 

The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a 
resolution duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 
 
Dated:    
 
 
 
Mark Leary 
Executive Director 



California Integrated Waste Management Board 
Board Meeting 

March 15-16, 2005 

AGENDA ITEM 14 
ITEM 
Consideration Of A Request To Change The Base Year To 2000 For The Previously Approved 
Source Reduction And Recycling Element For The City Of Half Moon Bay, San Mateo County 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
The City of Half Moon Bay (City) has requested to change its base year to 2000 using the 
data from its previously approved 2000 generation-based study. The City has requested a 
45 percent diversion rate for the 2000 new base year. With the California Integrated 
Waste Management Board (Board) staff-recommended new base year, the City's 
diversion rate would be 43 percent for 2000. 

A complete listing of the City's Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE) 
implemented programs is provided in Attachment 1 of this agenda item. 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
The Board accepted staffs 1999/2000 SRRE Biennial Review findings and accepted the 
City's 2000 generation study at its February 11, 2003, Board meeting 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
1. The Board may approve the City's base-year change as originally submitted. 
2. The Board may approve the City's base-year change with staff's and/or Board-

suggested modifications. 
3. The Board may disapprove the City's base-year change. 

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Board staff recommends the Board adopt option No. 2: approve the City's base-year 
change with staffs and/or Board-suggested modifications. 

V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 

1. Background 
PRC Sections 41031 (cities) and 41331 (counties) require information submitted by 
jurisdictions on the quantities of solid waste generated, diverted, and disposed of, to 
include data that are as accurate as possible. At its March 1997 meeting, the Board 
approved methods for jurisdictions to use for improving the accuracy of their base-
year generation data. One of the approved methods allows a jurisdiction to establish 
a more current base year. 

Page 14-1 Page 14-1 

California Integrated Waste Management Board 
Board Meeting 

March 15-16, 2005 
AGENDA ITEM 14 

ITEM 
Consideration Of A Request To Change The Base Year To 2000 For The Previously Approved 
Source Reduction And Recycling Element For The City Of Half Moon Bay, San Mateo County 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
The City of Half Moon Bay (City) has requested to change its base year to 2000 using the 
data from its previously approved 2000 generation-based study.  The City has requested a 
45 percent diversion rate for the 2000 new base year.  With the California Integrated 
Waste Management Board (Board) staff-recommended new base year, the City’s 
diversion rate would be 43 percent for 2000. 
 
A complete listing of the City’s Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE) 
implemented programs is provided in Attachment 1 of this agenda item. 
 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
The Board accepted staff’s 1999/2000 SRRE Biennial Review findings and accepted the 
City’s 2000 generation study at its February 11, 2003, Board meeting  
 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
1. The Board may approve the City's base-year change as originally submitted. 
2. The Board may approve the City’s base-year change with staff’s and/or Board-

suggested modifications. 
3. The Board may disapprove the City’s base-year change. 
  

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Board staff recommends the Board adopt option No. 2:  approve the City’s base-year 
change with staff’s and/or Board-suggested modifications. 
 

V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 

1.  Background 
PRC Sections 41031 (cities) and 41331 (counties) require information submitted by 
jurisdictions on the quantities of solid waste generated, diverted, and disposed of, to 
include data that are as accurate as possible.  At its March 1997 meeting, the Board 
approved methods for jurisdictions to use for improving the accuracy of their base-
year generation data.  One of the approved methods allows a jurisdiction to establish 
a more current base year.   
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2. Basis for staffs analysis 
information. Staffs analysis is based on the following 

Existing Jurisdiction Conditions: 
Diversion Rate Data (Percent)* Key Jurisdiction Conditions 

Waste Stream Data 
Base 
Year 

1999 2000 2001 2002 Pounds waste 
generated per 
person per day 
(ppd) 

Population Non-Residential 
Waste Stream 
Percentage 

Residential Waste 
Stream Percentage 

2000 ND 43% 43% 42% 20.5 11,300 85 15 

* These values are 
Year Change" section 

Jurisdiction's 
Pacific Ocean in 
It is a popular tourist 

(Note: The high 
reflected in the 
accommodations, 

based on the City's proposed 2000 base year change discussed in the "Base 
below. ND means "not determined". 

geographic location: This urban city is located on the shores of the 
San Mateo County, about 20 miles south of San Francisco. 

destination and host to a number of well-attended festivals. 

pounds-per-person-per-day is largely due to the large tourist industry, as 
high non-residential percentage. There are over a dozen lodging 

including a 260 unit Ritz-Carlton and a State Campground. In addition, 
3-day Art and Pumpkin Festival in October which attracts 250,000 

a letter (Attachment 2) requesting to change its base year from 
using its year 2000 generation study that was approved by the Board on 

(Agenda Item Number 30). The City's original new base year 
certification form is included as Attachment 3a. 

with Board staff, the City reached the conclusion that it would be in its 
request that the data from its previously approved 2000 generation study 

a new 2000 base year. The City, as well as Board staff, considers the 
used in the approved 2000 generation study to be more representative of 

stream and diversion efforts than what was estimated in the 1991 base-
study. Since the methodology in completing a generation study and a 

study, and staff's analysis of the studies, are identical, with the only 
that a generation study is often conducted on an annual basis, this 

reasonable. Additionally, staff verified that the data included in the 
are representative of a normal year for the City, and therefore are 
establishing a new base year. 

waste generation in 2000, the City used disposal data from the Board's 
System and collected diversion information from the activities listed 

was no extrapolation of diversion data. Staff conducted a site visit in 
to verify these activities. 

there is the popular 
attendees.) 

Base-Year Change: 
The City has submitted 
1990 to 2000, 
February 11, 2003 
modification request 

After discussions 
best interest to 
be used to establish 
data that were 
the City's waste 
year generation 
new base year 
difference being 
request appears 
generation study 
adequate data for 

To estimate the 
Disposal Reporting 
below. There 
December 2002 
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2.  Basis for staff’s analysis  
Staff’s analysis is based on the following information. 
 

Existing Jurisdiction Conditions: 
Diversion Rate Data (Percent)* Key Jurisdiction Conditions 

 Waste Stream Data 
Base 
Year 

1999 2000 2001 2002 Pounds waste 
generated per 
person per day 
(ppd) 

Population Non-Residential 
Waste Stream 
Percentage 

Residential Waste 
Stream Percentage 

2000 ND 43% 43% 42% 20.5 11,300 85 15 
 

* These values are based on the City’s proposed 2000 base year change discussed in the “Base 
Year Change” section below.  ND means “not determined”. 
 
Jurisdiction’s geographic location: This urban city is located on the shores of the 
Pacific Ocean in San Mateo County, about 20 miles south of San Francisco.  
It is a popular tourist destination and host to a number of well-attended festivals.  
 
(Note:  The high pounds-per-person-per-day is largely due to the large tourist industry, as 
reflected in the high non-residential percentage. There are over a dozen lodging 
accommodations, including a 260 unit Ritz-Carlton and a State Campground.  In addition, 
there is the popular 3-day Art and Pumpkin Festival in October which attracts 250,000 
attendees.) 
 
Base-Year Change: 
The City has submitted a letter (Attachment 2) requesting to change its base year from 
1990 to 2000, using its year 2000 generation study that was approved by the Board on 
February 11, 2003 (Agenda Item Number 30). The City’s original new base year 
modification request certification form is included as Attachment 3a.   
 
After discussions with Board staff, the City reached the conclusion that it would be in its 
best interest to request that the data from its previously approved 2000 generation study 
be used to establish a new 2000 base year.  The City, as well as Board staff, considers the 
data that were used in the approved 2000 generation study to be more representative of 
the City’s waste stream and diversion efforts than what was estimated in the 1991 base-
year generation study.  Since the methodology in completing a generation study and a 
new base year study, and staff’s analysis of the studies, are identical, with the only 
difference being that a generation study is often conducted on an annual basis, this 
request appears reasonable. Additionally, staff verified that the data included in the 
generation study are representative of a normal year for the City, and therefore are 
adequate data for establishing a new base year. 
 
To estimate the waste generation in 2000, the City used disposal data from the Board’s 
Disposal Reporting System and collected diversion information from the activities listed 
below.  There was no extrapolation of diversion data.  Staff conducted a site visit in 
December 2002 to verify these activities.  
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Program Description 
Residential: 
Residential curbside recycling collection The curbside recycling program started in 1989. The weekly manual 

collection program serves single-family and multi-family dwellings. 
Currently the program collects aluminum cans, PET and glass bottles. 

Residential curbside greenwaste collection The franchise hauler has provided greenwaste collection service to its 
single-family home residents since 1997. 

Residential backyard composting San Mateo County has a backyard-composting program that has been 
available to City residents since 1993. The program includes the 
distribution of backyard composting bins at a discount as well as 
information instructing the residents in the proper use of the bins. 

Residential Buy-back Centers There is one certified buy-back center currently in operation within the 
City. There has been a buy-back center in the City since 1987. 

Residential Self-haul Greenwaste Program The Ox Mountain Landfill accepts clean greenwaste from residential 
customers at a reduced rate. 

Commercial: 
Commercial recycling collection Commercial recycling collection is offered to all businesses by the 

City's franchise hauler and has been ongoing since 1990. In addition, 
some commercial businesses were found to be recycling large amounts 
of cardboard independent of the franchise hauler's commercial 
collection program. 

Commercial Self-haul Greenwaste Program The Ox Mountain Landfill accepts clean greenwaste from commercial 
customers at a reduced rate. 

Concrete and Asphalt Recycling Concrete and asphalt debris is used at Ox Mountain for road and deck 
surfaces as well as for alternative daily cover (ADC) and for other 
beneficial uses at the landfill such as building winter deck and road 
surfaces since at least 1999. 

Alternate Daily Cover Greenwaste, concrete and asphalt debris are used at Ox Mountain 
Landfill as ADC. 

School Recycling Programs Carbrillo School District uses mulching lawn mowers and grass cycled 
32.4 tons. The County offered teacher workshops on school garden and 
compost training. Also, the County sent school district staff and 
teachers newsletters promoting recycling. 

Transfer Station Salvage The local transfer stations salvage metal, wood, white goods, paper, 
OCC, plastic, clean dirt and green material that come in for disposal. 
Most residents do not use the local transfer stations because Ox 
Mountain Sanitary Landfill is much closer. 

Certification Changes 
The City appears to have programs that support the proposed diversion rate. Attachment 
3b is the certification prepared by Board staff that provides additional details to support 
the Board staff's recommendations for the new base year. Attachment 4 (Table A) is a 
summary of the changes showing what was originally claimed, Board staffs findings, 
and the basis for the deductions and additions. With these changes Board staff 
recommends the request for a new base year be approved. 

Base Year Analysis 

Half Moon Bay Disposal Diversion Generation 
Old Base Year Tons (1991) 22,030 1,710 23,740 
Jurisdiction New Base Year Tons 2000 23,887 19,797 43,684 
Board Staff Recommended New 2000 Base Year Tons 23,887 18,292 42,179 

2000 Diversion Rate Using 
1991 Base Year 

Jurisdiction Claimed 
Diversion Rate for 

New Base Year 

Board Staff Recommended 
Diversion Rate for 

New Base Year 
25% 45% 43 % 
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Program Description
Residential:  
Residential curbside recycling collection  The curbside recycling program started in 1989.  The weekly manual 

collection program serves single-family and multi-family dwellings.  
Currently the program collects aluminum cans, PET and glass bottles.   

Residential curbside greenwaste collection The franchise hauler has provided greenwaste collection service to its 
single-family home residents since 1997.  

Residential backyard composting San Mateo County has a backyard-composting program that has been 
available to City residents since 1993.  The program includes the 
distribution of backyard composting bins at a discount as well as 
information instructing the residents in the proper use of the bins. 

Residential Buy-back Centers There is one certified buy-back center currently in operation within the 
City. There has been a buy-back center in the City since 1987. 

Residential Self-haul Greenwaste Program The Ox Mountain Landfill accepts clean greenwaste from residential 
customers at a reduced rate. 

Commercial:  
Commercial recycling collection Commercial recycling collection is offered to all businesses by the 

City’s franchise hauler and has been ongoing since 1990. In addition, 
some commercial businesses were found to be recycling large amounts 
of cardboard independent of the franchise hauler’s commercial 
collection program.   

Commercial Self-haul Greenwaste Program The Ox Mountain Landfill accepts clean greenwaste from commercial 
customers at a reduced rate. 

Concrete and Asphalt Recycling Concrete and asphalt debris is used at Ox Mountain for road and deck 
surfaces as well as for alternative daily cover (ADC) and for other 
beneficial uses at the landfill such as building winter deck and road 
surfaces since at least 1999. 

Alternate Daily Cover Greenwaste, concrete and asphalt debris are used at Ox Mountain 
Landfill as ADC. 

School Recycling Programs Carbrillo School District uses mulching lawn mowers and grass cycled 
32.4 tons. The County offered teacher workshops on school garden and 
compost training. Also, the County sent school district staff and 
teachers newsletters promoting recycling. 

Transfer Station Salvage 
 

The local transfer stations salvage metal, wood, white goods, paper, 
OCC, plastic, clean dirt and green material that come in for disposal. 
Most residents do not use the local transfer stations because Ox 
Mountain Sanitary Landfill is much closer.   

 
Certification Changes  
The City appears to have programs that support the proposed diversion rate.  Attachment 
3b is the certification prepared by Board staff that provides additional details to support 
the Board staff’s recommendations for the new base year.  Attachment 4 (Table A) is a 
summary of the changes showing what was originally claimed, Board staff’s findings, 
and the basis for the deductions and additions.  With these changes Board staff 
recommends the request for a new base year be approved. 
 
Base Year Analysis 

 

Half Moon Bay Disposal Diversion Generation 
Old Base Year Tons (1991) 22,030 1,710 23,740 
Jurisdiction New Base Year Tons 2000 23,887 19,797 43,684 
Board Staff Recommended New 2000 Base Year Tons 23,887 18,292 42,179 

 
2000 Diversion Rate Using 

1991 Base Year  
Jurisdiction Claimed 

Diversion Rate for  
New Base Year 

Board Staff Recommended 
Diversion Rate for  

New Base Year 
25% 45% 43 % 
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In addition 
authority 
Code 

include 
allowing 

is whether 
Board 
approve 

3. Findings 

characterization 

Consequently, 

to any 
to make 

Sections 41031, 

data that are 
jurisdictions 

or not the 
determines that 

components 

in considering 

deductions 
additional 

41033, 

as accurate 
to request, 

new base 
a portion 
of the 

request asking 
establish 
believes the 

already made by the City and Board staff, the Board 
deductions to the diversion tonnage. Public Resources 
41331, and 41333 provide that jurisdictions' waste 

(which contain the waste generation studies) shall 
as possible. These statutes provide the basis for 
and for the Board to approve, new base years. 

new base year requests, the standard used by the Board 
year is as accurate as possible. To the extent that 
of the new base year is not accurate, the Board may 

new base year, with the inaccurate portion removed. 

to use the data from its previously approved 2000 
a new 2000 base year is included in Attachment 2 of 

City has adequately documented its request. For 
approval of the City's new base year request. 

staff is not aware of any environmental issues related 

jurisdiction's base year will lead to a more accurate 

year will enable the City to more accurately measure 
and therefore to more accurately report its 

results from this item. 

represents the process for implementing PRC Sections 
jurisdictions to submit data on quantities of waste 

that are as accurate as possible. 

programs 

has 

the 

this 
this 

the remainder 

The City's written 
generation study to 
agenda item. Staff 
reason, staff is recommending 

B. Environmental Issues 
Based on available 
to this item. 

C. Program/Long Term 
Improving the accuracy 
statewide measurement. 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Approving the City's 
the success of its diversion 
progress to the Board. 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impact to 

F. Legal Issues 
As discussed above, 
41031 and 41331 that 
generated, diverted 

G. Environmental Justice 
Community Setting 

information, 

Impacts 
of the 

new base 

the Board 

this item 
require 

and disposed 

2000 Census Data — Demographics for City of Half Moon Bay 
%White %Hispanic % Black % Native 

American 
%Asian %Pacific 

Islander 
%Other 

66.6 23.2 3.8 .02 3.3 0.1 0.2 

2000 Census Data — Economic Data for City of Half Moon Bay 
Median annual income* Mean (average) income* % individuals below poverty level 

78,473 106,541 6.1 

*Per household 
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In addition to any deductions already made by the City and Board staff, the Board has 
authority to make additional deductions to the diversion tonnage.  Public Resources 
Code Sections 41031, 41033, 41331, and 41333 provide that jurisdictions’ waste 
characterization components (which contain the waste generation studies) shall 
include data that are as accurate as possible.  These statutes provide the basis for 
allowing jurisdictions to request, and for the Board to approve, new base years.  
Consequently, in considering new base year requests, the standard used by the Board 
is whether or not the new base year is as accurate as possible.  To the extent that the 
Board determines that a portion of the new base year is not accurate, the Board may 
approve the remainder of the new base year, with the inaccurate portion removed. 
 
3.  Findings 
The City’s written request asking to use the data from its previously approved 2000 
generation study to establish a new 2000 base year is included in Attachment 2 of this 
agenda item.  Staff believes the City has adequately documented its request.  For this 
reason, staff is recommending approval of the City’s new base year request. 
 

B. Environmental Issues 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any environmental issues related 
to this item.  
 

C. Program/Long Term Impacts 
Improving the accuracy of the jurisdiction’s base year will lead to a more accurate 
statewide measurement. 
 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Approving the City’s new base year will enable the City to more accurately measure 
the success of its diversion programs and therefore to more accurately report its 
progress to the Board. 
 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impact to the Board results from this item.  
 

F. Legal Issues 
As discussed above, this item represents the process for implementing PRC Sections 
41031 and 41331 that require jurisdictions to submit data on quantities of waste 
generated, diverted and disposed that are as accurate as possible.   
 

G. Environmental Justice 
     Community Setting   
 

2000 Census Data – Demographics for City of Half Moon Bay 
%White %Hispanic % Black % Native 

American 
%Asian %Pacific 

Islander 
%Other 

66.6 23.2 3.8 .02 3.3 0.1 0.2 
 

2000 Census Data – Economic Data for City of Half Moon Bay 
Median annual income* Mean (average) income* % individuals below poverty level 

78,473 106,541 6.1 
*Per household 
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• Environmental Justice Issues. According to the jurisdictional representative, 
there are no environmental justice issues in this community related to this item 

• Efforts at Environmental Justice Outreach. The City uses outreach print 
material from the County's RecycleWorks program that is printed in English and 
Spanish. The City provides a link on the City's website to the County's 
RecycleWorks website which has a Spanish language component. 

• Project Benefits. Improving the accuracy of this jurisdiction's base year will 
lead to a more accurate statewide measurement. 

H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
This item supports Strategic Plan goal 2, objective 3 (Support local jurisdictions' 
ability to reach and maintain California's waste diversion mandates), strategy (D) 
(Assess and assist local governments' efforts to implement programs and reduce 
disposal, taking corrective action as needed) by assessing the jurisdiction's efforts to 
implement programs and reduce disposal. 

VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
This item does not require any Board fiscal action. 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1.  Program Listing for the City of Half Moon Bay 
2.  Request Letter from the City of Half Moon Bay 
3a.  City of Half Moon Bay's Original Base Year Modification Request Certification 
3b.  Previously Approved Board Staff Recommended Base Year Modification Request 

Certification 
4.  Table B: Site Visit Verification Findings for the City of Half Moon Bay 
5.  Resolution Number 2005-72 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A.  Program Staff: Keir Furey Phone: (916) 341-6258 
B.  Legal Staff: Elliot Block Phone: (916) 341-6080 
C.  Administrative Staff: N/A Phone: N/A 

IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION 
A.  Support 

City of Half Moon Bay. 
B.  Opposition 

No known opposition. 
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• Environmental Justice Issues.  According to the jurisdictional representative, 
there are no environmental justice issues in this community related to this item 

• Efforts at Environmental Justice Outreach.  The City uses outreach print 
material from the County’s RecycleWorks program that is printed in English and 
Spanish.  The City provides a link on the City’s website to the County’s 
RecycleWorks website which has a Spanish language component.      

• Project Benefits.  Improving the accuracy of this jurisdiction’s base year will 
lead to a more accurate statewide measurement. 

 
H. 2001 Strategic Plan 

This item supports Strategic Plan goal 2, objective 3 (Support local jurisdictions’ 
ability to reach and maintain California’s waste diversion mandates), strategy (D) 
(Assess and assist local governments’ efforts to implement programs and reduce 
disposal, taking corrective action as needed) by assessing the jurisdiction’s efforts to 
implement programs and reduce disposal.  

 
VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 

This item does not require any Board fiscal action.  
 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1. Program Listing for the City of Half Moon Bay 
2. Request Letter from the City of Half Moon Bay 
3a. City of Half Moon Bay’s Original Base Year Modification Request Certification  
3b. Previously Approved Board Staff Recommended Base Year Modification Request 

Certification 
4. Table B: Site Visit Verification Findings for the City of Half Moon Bay 
5. Resolution Number 2005-72 
 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A.  Program Staff:  Keir Furey                            Phone:  (916) 341-6258 
B.  Legal Staff:  Elliot Block       Phone:  (916) 341-6080 
C.  Administrative Staff:  N/A        Phone:  N/A 
 

IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION  
A. Support 
      City of Half Moon Bay. 
B. Opposition 
      No known opposition. 
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Program Listing for Date Printed 

Half Moon Bay January 25,2005 

Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998  1999  2000  2001  2002  
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

1010-SR-BCM Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Backyard and On-Site Composting/Mulching 

1020-SR-BWR Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Business Waste Reduction Program 

1030-SR-PMT N Y 1999 PF PF PF PF 5 SI SO SO SO 
Procurement 

1050-SR-GOV N Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Government Source Reduction Programs 

1060-SR-MTE Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Material Exchange, Thrift Shops 

2000-RC-CRB Y Y 1989 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Residential Curbside 

2010-RC-DRP Y Y 1989 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Residential Drop-Off 

2020-RC-BYB Y Y 1989 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Residential Buy-Back 

2030-RC-OSP Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Commercial On-Site Pickup 

2040-RC-SFH Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Commercial Self-Haul 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year 

1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 

SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 
or 

4 = Insufficient funding. 
5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 
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 Office of Local Assistance Page 1 
 Program Listing for Date Printed 
 Half Moon Bay January 25,2005 

 Pre 1995 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ ------ 2001 ------ ------ 2002 ------ 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 1010-SR-BCM Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Backyard and On-Site Composting/Mulching 

 1020-SR-BWR Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Business Waste Reduction Program 

 1030-SR-PMT N Y 1999 PF PF PF PF 5 SI SO SO SO 
 Procurement 

 1050-SR-GOV N Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Government Source Reduction Programs 

 1060-SR-MTE Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Material Exchange, Thrift Shops 

 2000-RC-CRB Y Y 1989 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Residential Curbside 

 2010-RC-DRP Y Y 1989 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Residential Drop-Off 

 2020-RC-BYB Y Y 1989 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Residential Buy-Back 

 2030-RC-OSP Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Commercial On-Site Pickup 

 2040-RC-SFH Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Commercial Self-Haul 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 

pplication:  PARIS            city was not incorporated or  

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut
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Program Listing for Date Printed 

Half Moon Bay January 25,2005 

Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998 1999  2000  2001  2002  
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

2050-RC-SCH N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
School Recycling Programs 

2060-RC-GOV Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Government Recycling Programs 

2070-RC-SNL Y Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Special Collection Seasonal (regular) 

2080-RC-SPE N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Special Collection Events 

3000-CM-RCG N Y 1997 PF 1 PF 1 SI SO SO SO SO SO 
Residential Curbside Greenwaste Collection 

3010-CM-RSG N N 1998 NA NA NA Al AO AO AO AO 
Residential Self-haul Greenwaste 

3020-CM-COG N Y NA PF 1 PF 1 PF PF 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 
Commercial On-Site Greenwaste Pick-up 

3030-CM-CSG N N 1998 NA NA NA Al AO AO AO AO 
Commercial Self-Haul Greenwaste 

4010-SP-SLG N N NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA PF 
Sludge (sewage/industrial) 

4030-SP-WHG N N 1993 AO AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
White Goods 

Status Code Legend 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 

Reason Code 
1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 

AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 

2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 

M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 
or 

4 = Insufficient funding. 
5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 
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 Pre 1995 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ ------ 2001 ------ ------ 2002 ------ 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 2050-RC-SCH N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 School Recycling Programs 

 2060-RC-GOV Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Government Recycling Programs 

 2070-RC-SNL Y Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Special Collection Seasonal (regular) 

 2080-RC-SPE N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Special Collection Events 

 3000-CM-RCG N Y 1997 PF 1 PF 1 SI SO SO SO SO SO 
 Residential Curbside Greenwaste Collection 

 3010-CM-RSG N N 1998 NA NA NA AI AO AO AO AO 
 Residential Self-haul Greenwaste 

 3020-CM-COG N Y NA PF 1 PF 1 PF PF 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 NI 99 
 Commercial On-Site Greenwaste Pick-up 

 3030-CM-CSG N N 1998 NA NA NA AI AO AO AO AO 
 Commercial Self-Haul Greenwaste 

 4010-SP-SLG N N NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA PF 
 Sludge (sewage/industrial) 

 4030-SP-WHG N N 1993 AO AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
 White Goods 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 

pplication:  PARIS            city was not incorporated or  

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
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Program Listing for Date Printed 

Half Moon Bay January 25,2005 

Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998  1999  2000  2001  2002  
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

4040-SP-SCM N N 1993 AO AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
Scrap Metal 

4060-SP-CAR N N 1999 NA NA NA NA Al AO AO AO 
Concrete/Asphalt/Rubble 

4100-SP-OTH Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Other Special Waste 

5000-ED-ELC Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Electronic (radio ,TV, web, hotlines) 

5010-ED-PRN Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Print (brochures, flyers, guides, news articles) 

5020-ED-OUT Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Outreach (tech assistance, presentations, awards, 
fairs, field trips) 

5030-ED-SCH Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Schools (education and curriculum) 

6010-PI-EIN N Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Economic Incentives 

6020-PI-ORD N Y 1998 PF PF PF SI SO SO SO SO 
Ordinances 

7000-FR-MRF N Y 1989 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
MRF 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 
or 

4 = Insufficient funding. 
5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 

Board Meeting     Agenda Item 14 
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 Office of Local Assistance Page 3 
 Program Listing for Date Printed 
 Half Moon Bay January 25,2005 

 Pre 1995 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ ------ 2001 ------ ------ 2002 ------ 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 4040-SP-SCM N N 1993 AO AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
 Scrap Metal 

 4060-SP-CAR N N 1999 NA NA NA NA AI AO AO AO 
 Concrete/Asphalt/Rubble 

 4100-SP-OTH Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Other Special Waste 

 5000-ED-ELC Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Electronic (radio ,TV, web, hotlines) 

 5010-ED-PRN Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Print (brochures, flyers, guides, news articles) 

 5020-ED-OUT Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Outreach (tech assistance, presentations, awards,  
 fairs, field trips) 

 5030-ED-SCH Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Schools (education and curriculum) 

 6010-PI-EIN N Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Economic Incentives 

 6020-PI-ORD N Y 1998 PF PF PF SI SO SO SO SO 
 Ordinances 

 7000-FR-MRF N Y 1989 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 MRF 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 
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Office of Local Assistance Page 4 

Program Listing for Date Printed 

Half Moon Bay January 25,2005 

Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998  1999  2000  2001  2002  
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

7010-FR-LAN Y Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Landfill 

7020-F R-TST N Y 1997 NI 6 NI 6 SI SO SO SO SO SO 
Transfer Station 

7030-FR-CMF N Y NA PF 1 PF 1 PF PF 99 PF 99 PF PF PF 
Composting Facility 

7040-FR-ADC N N 1995 Al AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
Alternative Daily Cover 

8020-TR-TRS N N 1995 Al AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
Tires 

9000-H H-PM F N Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Permanent Facility 

9010-H H-M PC Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO D 7 
Mobile or Periodic Collection 

9020-H H-CSC Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Curbside Collection 

9030-H H-WSE N N 1995 Al AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
Waste Exchange 

9040-H H-EDP Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Education Programs 

9050-H H -OTH N N 2002 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Al 
Other HHW 

Add any additional programs below 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 4 = Insufficient funding. 
or 5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 

Board Meeting     Agenda Item 14 
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 Office of Local Assistance Page 4 
 Program Listing for Date Printed 
 Half Moon Bay January 25,2005 

 Pre 1995 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ ------ 2001 ------ ------ 2002 ------ 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 7010-FR-LAN Y Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Landfill 

 7020-FR-TST N Y 1997 NI 6 NI 6 SI SO SO SO SO SO 
 Transfer Station 

 7030-FR-CMF N Y NA PF 1 PF 1 PF PF 99 PF 99 PF PF PF 
 Composting Facility 

 7040-FR-ADC N N 1995 AI AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
 Alternative Daily Cover 

 8020-TR-TRS N N 1995 AI AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
 Tires 

 9000-HH-PMF N Y 1992 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Permanent Facility 

 9010-HH-MPC Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO D 7 
 Mobile or Periodic Collection 

 9020-HH-CSC Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Curbside Collection 

 9030-HH-WSE N N 1995 AI AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
 Waste Exchange 

 9040-HH-EDP Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Education Programs 

 9050-HH-OTH N N 2002 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA AI 
 Other HHW 

Add any additional programs below 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 
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... , 

From: Paul Nagengast Emailto:pnagengastOcthalf-moon-bay.musj 
Sent: Wednesday, December 08, 2004 4:37 PM 
To: Furey, Keir 
Subject RE: Future diversion measurement for Half Moon Bay 

Dear Keir Furey, 

Please accept this notice as a formal request to use the 2000 generation study results to establish a 
year for the City of Half Moon Bay. This would replace the present base year established In 1991. 

new base 

It is understood that this change will not effect the City's 1066 Time Extension being reviewed by the Board in 
January 2005. Please let me know if you need further assistance in processing this request 

Thanks for your assistance, 

Paul T. Nagenga 

Director of Public Works/City Engineer 

City of Half Moon Bey 

. ., . 

, 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 

Base Year Modification Request Certification 
Part 1: Generation Study - No Extrapolation Diversion Data 

To request 
jurisdiction, 
representative 
documentation 
before the Board. 

Mail completed 

California 
Office of 
1001 I Street, 
PO Box 
Sacramento, 

General Instructions: 
Please select 

your OLA representative. 

a substitution for a previously approved base-year used in calculating the diversion rate for your 
please complete and sign this form and return it to your Office of Local Assistance (OLA) 

at the address below, along with any additional information requested by OLA staff. When all 
has been received, your OLA representative will work with you to prepare for your appearance 

If you have any questions about this process, please call (916) 341-6199 to be connected to 

documents to: 

Integrated Waste Management Board 
Local Assistance 

9th Floor 
4025 

CA 95812-4025 

the ONE choice below that best explains your request to the Board. 
recent generation-based study to calculate our current reporting-year 

but not officially change our existing Board-approved base year. 
recent generation-based study to officially change our 
-approved base year to a new base year. I 

these sheets are protected except for the ones that need information. If you have problems 
sheets, please contact your Office of Local Assistance representative. 

4  1. Use a 
generation amount, 
❑ 2. Use a 

existing Board
The cells on 
using these 

Section I: Jurisdiction Information and Certification 
All respondents must complete this section. 
I certify under penalty of perjury that the information in this document is true and correct to the best of my 
knowledge, and that I am authorized to make this certification on behalf of: 

Jurisdiction Name 

Half Moon Bay 

County 

San Mateo 
A7/(".  ed Si5iatreii 

6 ,C4 n I b a `pc) ,..L.-,cc. It2ICELC-• ,..iL 
Title Public Works Director 

• :, " ,. • - 

T e/PrinrNacneV Person Signing Date Phone ( ) 

Bonnie Farrell 12.../ Cc 1 o 
650-726-8270 

Person Completing This Form (please print or type) Title Project Manager 

.. _ 
Mark White 

Affiliation: Pacific Waste Consulting Group 

Mailing Address City State ZIP Code 

5714 Folsom Blvd. #240 Sacramento CA 95819 

E-mail address mark©pwcg.net  
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Section II: Information for New Generation-Based Study for Existing or New Base Year 

Attach additional sheets if necessary— reference each response to the appropriate cell number (e.g., 4). 

Note: New base years must be representative of a jurisdiction's disposal and diversion. 

1. Current Board-approved base-year 2. Proposed new generation-based study year: 

1991 2000 

3. Explain how the proposed generation study year is representative of average annual jurisdiction disposal and 

diversion: 
The diversion in the City is not accurately calculated by the Adjustment Method. Because of this problem, the 

diversion is measured each year. The diversion reflected in this Certification form is for the year 2000. And may not 

reflect other years. A new diversion survey is planned for 2001. 

4. Enter your diversion rates below. 

Diversion rate calculated using 

existing base year a. 25 % 
Diversion rate calculated using 

new generation-based study b. 45 % 
. _ 

For existing base year 
pounds/person/day based on 

generation 

11.5 For new generation based study 

pounds/person/day based on 
generation 

11.6 

Residential Non-Residential 

generation 29 % Generation 71 % 
Residential Non-Residential 

generation 15% % generation 85% % 

Population existing generation-based study 11300 Population new generation-bised study 11300 

5. If there is an increase between 4a and 4b, please explain how the new diversion rate is consistent with your 

current diversion implementation efforts. If the proposed new generation tonnage results in an increase in your 

pounds/person/day, please explain how this is consistent with your current diversion implementation efforts and 

provide any examples, e.g. change in jurisdiction's demographics. 

The new diversion rate is consistent with current diversion efforts in the City. The diversion rate study includes 

diversion from City and hauler programs as well as that from an extensive business survey that included on-site waste 

audits of the larger generators in the City. The study includes diversion from programs that are NOT reflected in the 

original base year. 

6. If the difference between the proposed diversion rates in 4a and 4b is greater than 5 percentage points, please 

explain the specific reasons for the difference. (For example: new/improved curbside diversion programs.) 
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There is a significant increase between the existing and the proposed diversion rates. The increased diversion rate is attributed to 

newly implemented or expanded diversion programs as well as the identification of diversion that was missed in the original base 

year. The new or expanded programs include City asphalt recycling and grasscycling at the City-maintained schools. The diversion 

missed in the base year include internal diversion and source reduction methods among the larger generators in the City. This 

diversion accounts for the majority of the City's diversion efforts. 

• 
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7. Disposal Tonnage: 

Please select the ONE 
1:1 a. All tons claimed 
0 b. All tons claimed 

Certification sheet found 

(enter values) 1 

choice below that best explains 
are from the Board's Disposal 
are from a 100 percent audit 

at http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/IgcentraUforms/rytnmdrq.doc)  
Reporting System data were 

at http://www.ciwmb.ca.govfigcentraUforms/rytnmdrq.doc)  

4417 I 19470 
• ,, 

' 28887 = 

and Modification 

sheet found 

Residential Non-Residential Total 
your disposal data and complete the required tables. 

Reporting System (No explanation required. Go to Section 8.) 
of hauler and self-haul tonnage. (Please complete Reporting Year Tonnage Request 

corrected. (Please complete Reporting Year Tonnage Modification Request and Certification . c. Some Disposal 

8. In the table below, list the summarized diversion activities, and diversion data records that support your claim and are available for Board audit. (Note: The 
Board expects the jurisdictions to be able to provide all back-up documentation, if requested) Include type of record and location—for example, weight tickets 
from transfer stations. This section should capture all diversion tonnage (form will perform all addition calculations). If any diversion is from restricted wastes, 
[agricultural wastes,inert solids (e.g., concrete, asphalt, dirt, etc.), white goods, and scrap metal] please identify those programs/waste types and fill out section 
10. Please mark as Attachment 8 all copies of survey forms. 
*Please provide detailed non-Residential waste audit information in Section 9. 

= PlYtr#11  

V*TIV 
MR MOP 
NtiOirif. 

ff "j` 

,Ngr PI: 
flOtOrt*R11(4.: 
" vi,19/1 t 

4! 4iil* , MORI. PKooft 
Tot,a4 Gimgr499 

, 

P'FlItiAiilli101.#1.. 
9PiratMiv#ftwitipm 

firr#04r4 
qrfteii in on,' 

V$P0Olto.0NeortTOITIOax iTfiFt1117 
>'; 

,' 
. 
I.  
-' ;my) 00 Sourcp 

IA oyeroroaraied 
' locaticm of feco0 

4,- 
Residential Actlyitlea: ' 

Source RedUctloil 
- " 

. , 134 !Mir atina '- 
P118 py ,,,' .''',7::,:;-, ic • 0.0% I 
Other Residential source reductiOn (list eaPh'erogram separately) 

City records and 
survey 

Yard Sales 
97 

t, 

- 2  Household items 35 tons/yard sale (CIWMB) 
Enter program name .10%114  ' 
Enter program name 13:01-1 
Enter program name ,;QAPAVIA01:*. 
Enter program name '13.0% ' 

Subtotal Residential Source 
Reduction • 97 0.2% ' 

. ' Recycling 
toiato014 (di 44r} t '' ,  1042  Tere-P Paper, glass, plastics, metals Actual tonnage Hauler Records 
. BioacKuntees Z !' ,-,t  ', 

f , Ivo-  flOntop . , ,.. 99 Glass, plastics, metals, paper Actual tonnage DOR 
Other Residential recycling Mal each program separately)  

Transfer Station Diversion 
13 

, 
- 00:4, !iff. - 

OCC, paper, plastics, metals, 
glass, C&D, and greenwaste Actual tonnage Hauler Records 

Enter program name , ,m,.:,',,l'q.7 
Enter program name ,i7.74:;1,..Tr, , 
Enter program name  '." 
Enter program name 
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, • pr ' eietOleittft,, 
' 

119C1g11,18'9 gt 490 
The PrPpr411109 ,9 
it , /aI.1a eliql :/(, i 

v. I it: p I I g 

%; ' 

cOnt V i 

, 

fe' fg tons 

1 4  

& 

(iNlitlf1(Pefrfiltii 
Total Generation 

'.... to 
 PprIlitiofli r 

7 
, 

l'I 

, $040,411tileriff W04411 IL/It P:' 
operation vf/ntuttlple matvriali In pat 

4() 

1 

'1'  

8 fici 
-. ;; 4,....any) 

.;,,z, 

conv•rikill fictor used 
and Source , 

•  

 Y,-. ,, ,,* . 
< 

107 VP. ”0( *aiTI paid 
location of record 

. 
Subtotal Non-Residential Recycling 

9736 22.3% , . 
Composting 

IfolfgaialitraniV8WA00118/ ,4,,,* ,,, '? wan 1 , s ,,,p. . 5 —Seadisily .• , 

Other non-Residential composting ( ist each program separately) 

Transfer Station Self Haul Greenwaste  
8 

 --' 
0 0 Greenwaste Actual tonnage Hauler Records 

Landfill Self Haul Greenwaste 1705 '4.7741.9% ' Greenwaste Actual tonnage Hauler Records 
Enter program name , 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 

Subtotal Non-Residential 
Composting 1713 3.9% 

. 
.. ,,,:5 , .., 

4glitsit4l NO6,1400,0M Plifiraign 

. 

LI66 

e r 

I'.,  37,8' ?, 
: 

 .. 

Residential/Non- Residential 
Diversion Activities 

719 Lb% Greenwaste .AIDC ,, .4.: ';-, ::., • . and C&D Actual tonnage DRS 
'SICIditli itsTA1.1t ., *,7',V-f ' 7: -1.' .  

Scrap.  metal, — 41 7•3' ;.' 

l!Constnicticin*K1(16itiolitionv-  350 0.0W-  r",' C&D Actual tonnage Hauler Records 
!,141114011-ScllY CI ,..,.. 

, . 

Subtotal Reslcienflal/Non-ResIdential 
diversion 1069 2.4% 

Total Diversion Tons 19797 45.3% 4 

Total Disposal Tons from Sec.7 23887 54.7% 

Total Generation Tons (Div+Dis) 43684 
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4.' 1.9 
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, 

11,0410e rRrfant to  

1.4;,441 90,11(409 , 

' • 
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990F4110(1) 

t 

'elvilemaO aterWrfrie(*)100  ' '4" 
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oxy - 

pp
.1.  

• 
• 
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;' 
v, 

' . 

101)1(1**Htitra!aiffiaiiiii!plil I* '' 
4nyllinstfource,,, , 
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 t 4 i   , ,_ 1_ 

...., .". k.,  

' Tfpfrprrtrpid pp ci 
- - ipcapo p(1pnix:d 

,, ,, 
. ° A 1, 

1:  
.'i 
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Subtotal Residential Recycling 
Composting 

2.6% 

r -fr, . 571 % _47  Greenwaste Actual tonnage Hauler Records 
t)ifii* gfti riViiite ,— , 388 l'7:40.9,V'. Greenwaste Actual tonnage Hauler Records 
IthrIgtgl TrOelirogranlY:-. , ‘ , ,, 
Other Residential composting (list each program separately) 

Enter program name , 

Enter program name ' .,1.;., 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 

Subtotal Residential Composting 
959 2.2% 

OfifitAITR*010111firtglieisfe0 * 4197Fr 5.1% -.1'7 72   t - 
Non-Residential Activities: 

Source Reduction 
"l )hi i itit ite'litidits' 3850 r:.-, f ,OON., '1 7' '' 

1 - 
, fie' SeGitoji9 ';''''-' 

Other non-Residential source reductioit (list each program separately) 

Schools 32 0;1 "7,,'>ff , Greenwaste .35 lbs/square foot (CIWMB) City records 
Business Source Reduction - Obtained 
from phone surveys 1156 2. - See Section 9 

See List of Conversion Factors 
Attachment #8 Phone surveys 

Restriced Waste - Obtained from ' 
phone surveys 31• 

h X 47 I 
,. See Section 10 

See List of Conversion Factors 
Attachment #8 Phone surveys 

Enter program name 
Enter program name 

Subtotal Non-Residential Source 
Reduction 5069 11.6% 

4 

'o t Recycling 
1,4041100M VaittrAiidits!:. , 114 1,,,, mr-r, ', 5&, , 

• 31(1....*12.11. 
Other non-Residential recycling (list each program separately) 

Government Source Reduction 38 , PIS- Alr 1 Building Relocation See Attachement #10 City records 
Commercial from Hauler 1397 :2%  Paper, glass, plastics, metals Actual tonnage Hauler Records 
Business Recycling - Obtained from 
phone surveys 842 

- 
V 
„, See Section 9 

See List of Conversion Factors 
Attachment #8 Phone surveys 

Restriced Waste - Obtained from 
phone surveys 7333 , % . 

\ 
See Section 10 

See List of Conversion Factors 
Attachment #8 Phone surveys . 

Transfer Station Diversion 
12 

- 
0 ()Sh 

OCC, paper, plastics, metals, 
glass, C&D, and greenwaste Actual tonnage Hauler Records 
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9. Specific Non-Residential Sector Waste Audits-Top 10 Non-Residential Generators 

Please complete this table for the top 10 non-residential generators that were surveyed. List each non-residential generator separately from largest to smallest, based on 
total diversion tons. Audit reference number ties to your audit sheets. 
(Form will perform all addition calculations). 
Please provide an attachment 9 which includes all of the generators surveyed. Include for each generator (use type of generator in lieu of specific business name) 
diversion activity and material type and associated tonnage for each diversion activity/material type. Include copies of survey form(s) used. 

1.06)51 Tt,10#01-  
, , #99ra - - 

two,, ., ,-; , 
' ,3 42 3,  

' 

, --. 

'.'' - ',Ailit r 
.7 140fPr9"C'e,  

Nurnasr ; - ,-_A 
, " r , 
, 

,A 

' 1 

spectflp,1#10: piyfoikfctOyttles 
- -i 4P1919441Patefiti 
0,9,' pmr, pioy011pg, ..„, ' , , 4 s ' '' (list WIMPS On 
' ," , .. . 

lil 4 r , • 
 

t. Tons type. 
9‘9,49yFlIntil. 
 ' ''-' one IMO,:  
; , - 

' 

wi 

.-t, , 

4 , 

'Tons 
,_ : -,,t. 
', ,, , 

r 

A, ReductionTons 

r 

eclthg 

,*., , 
.:' 

.- , 
f4-  

.. , 

: Compo#ting ' 
' '''i Tons 'C 

1 
, -.., 

 , 

, ,--, c 

Source -' Total Diversion ' potfortf  Total ,„ 
Genaratiftfl Mital 

.:•Olytrfl?.9 ,., 
.;Tfollfrr9tal 

- 0,40r1099_. In 
'section a) 

. 

Mall 
polio 

911114 
Other 

rygy 
(9) 

(M) 1 
(9 

Moho 
, 
' 

Quarry S-00-07 Recycling of asphalt and concrete 6534 6534 15.13% P . 
Plant Nursery • A-00-03 Recycling of plastics; Reuse of 

planting mix 3450 12 3462 ' 7.9% _ 
Golfcourse S-00-04 Grasscycling 1143 1143 161.6 P 
Road Construction S-00-06 Recycling of asphalt 780 780 . 1',8% P _ 
Food Store S-00-19 Recycling of OCC, plastic, 

aluminum, food waste 562 562 1;3%- 
p 

Thrift Store A-00-01 Reuse of used clothing and 
household items 340 340 - 0.6% 

o 

Plant Nursery A-00-02 Recycling OCC, pallets; Reuse 
pallets, plastic, paper 60 102 162 , 0.4% —,,,,. 

o 

Food Store s-oo-os Recycling OCC, plastic, food waste 
119 119 

„ . t. • 4: VI 

0.3% r. 
P 

-General Store S-00-12 Recycling OCC, paper, plastic 79 79 CO% P 
Government C-00-01 Grasscycling, and building 

relocation 70 
4 

70 a•Wic,  
p 

Totals 5063 8188 , 13251 3613°./0 

Summarize the non-residential diversion activities quantification methodology and applicable conversion factors. 

1) Quarry: All data was obtained by a phone survey with the Accounts Receivable Administrator at the Parent Company. In 2000, 6,534 tons of concrete and asphalt 
were received for recycling. The materials were not calculated with any conversion factor, the tonnage is actual. This program has been running since 1997. They stated 
that these materials were received from contractors working in the City and constitute 85 percent of their recycling for 2000. 

2)Plant Nursery: All data was obtained through a combination of visits and phone calls. All diversion activities and volumes were given by the General Manager. In 2000, 
they stated that 12 tons of plastic pots were sent to a recycler. The plastic pots are not fit for reuse as they may harbor fungus or disease that can be destructive to new 
crops. They stated that used planting mix (a blend of peat, bark, pearlite, and volcanic rock) is either sold or given to local contractors for reuse. They claimed 3,450 tons 
of planting mix had been taken for reuse that would otherwise have been taken it9aplandfill. 
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Of planting mix had been taken for reuse that would otherwise have been taken to the landfill. 

3)Golfcourse: The tonnage for grasscycling was calculated using the CIWMB conversion factor that allows .35Ibs/square foot of grass. The Superintendent at the 
golfcourse stated that there are 150 acres of grasscycling done that did not include the acreage for greens, tee off areas, buildings, or paved areas. The resulting source 
reduction amount is 1,143 tons. 

4)Road Construction: This company recycles the asphalt that is removed in all street paving projects and road repair projects for the City. According to the Supervisor, in 
2000, they removed 780 tons of asphalt that was reused in shoulder paving projects along the highways. The City began its asphalt recycling program in 1997 (See 
Attachment #11). 

5) Large Grocery Store: All data was obtained by a phone survey with the Store Manager and from data provided through annual tonnages from recycling reports. 
provided by the corporate offices. They reported 346.8 tons of cardboard, .8 tons of aluminum, 7.9 tons of plastics, and 206.9 tons of food and produce recycled through 
the corporate program. All materials were sent back to the corporate warehouse for recycling. 

6) Thrift Store: This business was audited and all diversion activities and volumes were personally observed or estimated by the Assistant Coordinator. All items received 
at this store are prepared for sale on site. They stated that on a weekly basis they received 250 bags (40 gallon) of clothing. In order to obtain an annual tonnage, the 40 
gallon bag measurement was converted to a 33 gallon bag measurement in order to use the LA County conversion factor for 30 lbs/33 gallon bag of clothing, the result is 
236.4 tons of source reduction. They claimed that 25 to 30 (we used 27.5) pieces of various furniture items were received weekly (average 81.9 lbs/each - LA Study and 
USEPA), resulting in 58.6 tons for the year. They stated that 45 medium sized boxes (weighing an average of 20 lbs/each) of household items (pots, pans, dishes, toys, 
and decor) were received weekly. This resulted in 36 tons of diversion. They stated that 10 small appliances (microwaves, irons, toasters, and stereos) were received 
weekly (average 17.5 lbs/each - LA Study), resulting in 4.6 tons. They estimated that they received 1 computer per week. At 56 lbs/each (USEPA), this resulted in 1.5 
tons of diversion. They stated that 200 books were received on a weekly basis. Using 1.48 lbs/book (average of hard cover/soft cover book - LA Study), this results in 7.7 
lbs for the year. They stated that 30 linen items were received weekly (average sheets/ towel/blankets 2.7 lbs/item - LA Study) for 2.1 annual tons. Finally, they claimed 
that 4 to 5 (we used 3.5) bicycles were received per week (35.33 lbs/each - LA Study), resulting in 3.2 annual tons. The total tons for the year are 339.9. The clothing, 
linen, and toys that were not kept for sale by the thrift store was donated to a larger thrift organization or given to a charity. The crutches and canes are donated to a 
hospital. All other items are kept until sold. 

7) Plant Nursery: This business was audited and all diversion activities and volumes were personally observed or estimated by the General Manager and a recycling 
company used by the company for pallet recycling. For the year 2000, they reported to us that 30.5 tons c,/ , - 7dboard were picked up by a recycling company. This 
information was gathered from the payment receipts for this material. We spoke to the recycler that picks up pallets from the company to find that 3,582 pallets (40 
lbs/each - USEPA), were received for the year. This resulted in 71.6 tons of recycling diversion. They stated that used paper is shredded and stored in 50 gallon bags for 
use in the packaging of outgoing shipments (we converted 50 gallon bags to 33 gallon bags before using the USEPA conversion factor) . They stated that they use 10 
bags per week (8 lbs/33 gallon bag -USEPA), resulting in 3.2 tons of source reductiob. They stated that 600,000 planting pots (.19 lb/pot -USEPA), resulting in the source 
reduction of 57 tons of plastic. This company had a total of 162.2 tons of diversion. 

8) Large Grocery Store: All data was obtained by a phone survey with the Store Manager and from data providing annual tonnages from recycling reports provided by the 
corporate offices. They reported 110.9 tons of cardboard and 1.3 tons of plastics recycled through the corporate program. They stated that 6.9 tons of food and produce 
were donated through the corporate program. The total diversion amount for this company is 119 tons. All materials were sent back to the corporate warehouse for 
recycling. 

9) General Store: All data was obtained by a phone survey with the Store Manager. They stated that 3,040 lbs of cardboard and mixed paper are baled per week and 
sent back to the corporate warehouse for recycling, resulting in 79 tons for the year. They stated that 12.5 lbs of plastics were sent back for recycling per week, resulting 
in .3 tons for the year. The total recycling and source reduction claimed by this company are 79 tons for the year 2000. 

10) Government: The data for source reduction for the City was gathered from City records. The grasscycling is done at the two schools within the City (185,400 square 
feet), resulting in 32.4 tons (.35Ibs/square foot - CIWMB). The remaining sourcePrgitaion is from the relocation of a building that was inhibiting the enlargement of a local 
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feet), resulting in 32.4 tons (.35Ibs/square foot - CIWMB). The remaining source reduction is from the relocation of a building that was inhibiting the enlargement of a kical 
church. The City funded the relocation of the building to a nearby park to avoid the demolition process. 
provided by the engineer responsible for the movement. 

An estimate of the building weight (75,000 lbs - 37.5 tons) was 

4 
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10. For each restricted waste type [i.e., agricultural waste, inert solids, (e.g. concreter, asphalt, dirt, etc.) scrap 
metals and white goods (PRC Section 41781.2)] and associated program, please provide the following 

a. If the diversion program started on or after January 1, 1990, complete the following table. 
(Note: program name refers to one specific diversion program for that waste type; (e.g., diversion conducted by 
City Public Waste Dept). 

Restricted Waste Type Specific Program name Year started Tonnage 

Scrap Metal lir  Recycling of Ferrous Scrap Metal through recycling 1999 0 

Scrap Metal 1r Recycling of Ferrous Scrap Metal through recycling 1999 5 

Scrap Metal I' Recycling of Ferrous Scrap Metal through recycling 1999 13 

Inert Solids w Recycling of asphalt through reuse in paving 1997 780 

Inert Solids • Recycling of concrete and asphalt through productio 1997 6534 

Pull Down for Waste Types • 

b. If the diversion program started before January 1, 1990, on a separate sheet, marked attachment 10b, provide 
the following documentation: (Note: If documentation for a waste type and program has already been approved by 
the Board, you do not have to provide an attachment 10b for that waste type and program. 
Instead please provide date of Board approval of preciously submitted information. (Date) 

If documentation is not available, go to 10d. 
• How the diversion was the result of a local action taken by the jurisdiction, which specifically resulted in the 
diversion [PRC Sec. 41781.2 (c) (1)]. 
• That the amount of that waste type diverted from the jurisdiction in 1990 was less than or equal to the 
amount of that waste type disposed at a permitted disposal facility by the jurisdiction in any year before 1990. 
(Note: this criterion is applicable to the entire jurisdiction, not to individual programs 
[PRC Sec. 41781.2 (c) (2)]).  

• The jurisdiction is implementing, and will continue to implement, the diversion programs in its Source 
Reduction and Recycling Element. 

c. If the diversion program started before January 1, 1990, and the documentation requested in 10b is available 
(but not yet approved by the Board), complete the table below for each program claimed: 

Restricted Waste Type Specific Program Name New base year or reporting 
year diversion tonnage 

Pull Down for Waste Types w 

Pull Down for Waste Types w 

Pull Down for Waste Types • 

Pull Down for Waste Types 1 w 

Pull Down for Waste Types 1 I w 

d. If the diversion program started before January 1, 1990, and the documentation requested in 10b is not 
available, please complete the table below for each program claimed. (Note: Only the difference between the new 
base year/reporting year and 1990 can be counted in the diversion rate calculation.) 

Restricted Waste Type Specific Program name New base year 
or reporting 
year tonnage 

1990 
diversion 
tonnage 

Difference 

Agricultural Waste w Manure used as fertilizer in local fa 31 0 31 

Scrap Metal w Recycling of Ferrous Scrap Metal t 4 44 0 

Pull Down for Waste Types • 

Pull Down for Waste Types w 

Pull Down for Waste Types w 

Pull Down for Waste Types w 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Base Year Modification 
Part 1: Generation Study 
To request a substitution 
jurisdiction, please complete 
representative at the address 
documentation has been 
before the Board. If you 
your OLA representative. 

Mail completed documents 

California Integrated 
Office of Local Assistance 
1001 I Street, 9th 
PO Box 4025 
Sacramento, CA 

General Instructions: 
Please select the ONE 
❑ 1. Use a recent generation 

generation amount, but 

CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 

Request Certification 
- No Extrapolation Diversion Data 

for a previously approved base-year used in calculating the diversion rate for your 
and sign this form and return it to your Office of Local Assistance (OLA) 
below, along with any additional information requested by OLA staff. When all 

received, your OLA representative will work with you to prepare for your appearance 
have any questions about this process, please call (916) 341-6199 to be connected to 

to: 

Waste Management Board 

Floor 

95812-4025 

choice below that best explains your request to the Board. 
-based study to calculate our current reporting-year 

not officially change our existing Board-approved base year. 
-based study to officially change our 

base year to a new base year. 
are protected except for the ones that need information. If you have problems 
contact your Office of Local Assistance representative. 

i 2. Use a recent generation 
existing Board-approved 
The cells on these sheets 
using these sheets, please 

Section I: Jurisdiction 
All respondents must complete 

Information and Certification 
this section. 

I certify under penalty of perjury that the information in this document is true and correct to the best of my 
knowledge, and that I am authorized to make this certification on behalf of: 

Jurisdiction Name 

Half Moon Bay 
County 

San Mateo 
Authorized Signature Title Public Works Director 

Type/Print Name of Person Signing Date Phone ( ) 

Bonnie Farrell 650-726-8270 

Person Completing This Form (please print or type) Title Project Manager 

Mark White 

Affiliation: Pacific Waste Consulting Group 

Mailing Address City State ZIP Code 

5714 Folsom Blvd. #240 Sacramento CA 95819 

E-mail address mark@pwcg.net  
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
Base Year Modification Request Certification
Part 1: Generation Study - No Extrapolation Diversion Data

Mail completed documents to:

     California Integrated Waste Management Board
     Office of Local Assistance
     1001 I Street, 9th Floor
     PO Box 4025
     Sacramento, CA  95812-4025

General Instructions:
Please select the ONE choice below that best explains your request to the Board.
       1. Use a recent generation-based study to calculate our current reporting-year 
generation amount, but not officially change our existing Board-approved base year.
       2. Use a recent generation-based study to officially change our 
existing Board-approved base year to a new base year.
The cells on these sheets are protected except for the ones that need information. If you have problems 
using these sheets, please contact your Office of Local Assistance representative.

     

To request a substitution for a previously approved base-year used in calculating the diversion rate for your 
jurisdiction, please complete and sign this form and return it to your Office of Local Assistance (OLA) 
representative at the address below, along with any additional information requested by OLA staff.  When all 
documentation has been received, your OLA representative will work with you to prepare for your appearance 
before the Board.  If you have any questions about this process, please call (916) 341-6199 to be connected to 
your OLA representative.

Section l: Jurisdiction Information and Certification
All respondents must complete this section.
I certify under penalty of perjury that the information in this document is true and correct to the best of my 
knowledge, and that I am authorized to make this certification on behalf of:
Jurisdiction Name County

Half Moon Bay San Mateo

Type/Print Name of Person Signing Date Phone (  )
Bonnie Farrell 650-726-8270

Authorized Signature Title Public Works Director

Affiliation: Pacific Waste Consulting Group

Person Completing This Form (please print or type)

Mailing Address

Project Manager

Mark White

Title

City State ZIP Code

E-mail address mark@pwcg.net

5714 Folsom Blvd. #240 Sacramento CA 95819
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Section II: Information for New Generation-Based Study for Existing or New Base Year 

Attach additional sheets if necessary— reference each response to the appropriate cell number (e.g., 4). 

Note: New base years must be representative of a jurisdiction's disposal and diversion. 
1. Current Board-approved base-year: 2. Proposed new generation-based study year: 

1991 2000 

3. Explain how the proposed generation study year is representative of average annual jurisdiction disposal and 
diversion: 
The diversion in the City is not accurately calculated by the Adjustment Method. Because of this problem, the diversion 
is measured each year. The diversion reflected in this Certification form is for the year 2000. And may not reflect other 
years. A new diversion survey is planned for 2001. 

4. Enter your diversion rates below. 

Diversion rate calculated using 
existing base year a. 25 % 

Diversion rate calculated using new 
generation-based study b. 43 % 

For existing base year 
pounds/person/day based on 
generation 

13.7 For new generation based study 
pounds/person/day based on 
generation 

20.5 

Residential Non-Residential 
generation 29 % Generation 71 % 

Residential Non-Residential 
generation 15% % generation 85% % 

Population existing generation-based study 9,525 Population new generation-based study 11300 
5. If there is an increase between 4a and 4b, please explain how the new diversion rate is consistent with your 
current diversion implementation efforts. If the proposed new generation tonnage results in an increase in your 
pounds/person/day, please explain how this is consistent with your current diversion implementation efforts and provide 
any examples, e.g. change in jurisdiction's demographics. 
The new diversion rate is consistent with current diversion efforts in the City. The diversion rate study includes 
diversion from City and hauler programs as well as that from an extensive business survey that included on-site waste 
audits of the larger generators in the City. The study includes diversion from programs that are NOT reflected in the 
original base year. 

6. If the difference between the proposed diversion rates in 4a and 4b is greater than 5 percentage points, please 
explain the specific reasons for the difference. (For example: new/improved curbside diversion programs.) 

There is a significant increase between the existing and the proposed diversion rates. The increased diversion rate is attributed to 
newly implemented or expanded diversion programs as well as the identification of diversion that was missed in the original base 
year. The new or expanded programs include City asphalt recycling and grasscycling at the City maintained schools. The diversion 
missed in the base year include internal diversion and source reduction methods among the larger generators in the City. This 
diversion accounts for the majority of the City's diversion efforts. 
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a. % b. %

% % % %
Non-Residential

generation

Section II: Information for New Generation-Based Study for Existing or New Base Year

Note: New base years must be representative of a jurisdiction's disposal and diversion.

43

4. Enter your diversion rates below.

Attach additional sheets if necessary— reference each response to the appropriate cell number (e.g., 4).

25

1. Current Board-approved base-year:

3. Explain how the proposed generation study year is representative of average annual jurisdiction disposal and 
diversion:

2. Proposed new generation-based study year:

Diversion rate calculated using 
existing base year

Diversion rate calculated using new 
generation-based study

1991 2000

The diversion in the City is not accurately calculated by the Adjustment Method. Because of this problem, the diversion 
is measured each year. The diversion reflected in this Certification form is for the year 2000. And may not reflect other 
years. A new diversion survey is planned for 2001.

There is a significant increase between the existing and the proposed diversion rates. The increased diversion rate is attributed to 
newly implemented or expanded diversion programs as well as the identification of diversion that was missed in the original base 
year. The new or expanded programs include City asphalt recycling and grasscycling at the City maintained schools. The diversion 
missed in the base year include internal diversion and source reduction methods among the larger generators in the City.  This 
diversion accounts for the majority of the City's diversion efforts.

6. If the difference between the proposed diversion rates in 4a and 4b is greater than 5 percentage points, please 
explain the specific reasons for the difference.  (For example: new/improved curbside diversion programs.)

current diversion implementation efforts. If the proposed new generation tonnage results in an increase in your 
pounds/person/day, please explain how this is consistent with your current diversion implementation efforts and provide
any examples, e.g. change in jurisdiction’s demographics.

Residential
generation 29

113009,525

The new diversion rate is consistent with current diversion efforts in the City. The diversion rate study includes 
diversion from City and hauler programs as well as that from an extensive business survey that included on-site waste 
audits of the larger generators in the City. The study includes diversion from programs that are NOT reflected in the 
original base year. 

Population  new generation-based study 
5. If there is an increase between 4a and 4b, please explain how the new diversion rate is consistent with your
Population existing generation-based study

20.5

Non-Residential 
Generation 71

 Residential
generation

For existing base year 
pounds/person/day based on 
generation

13.7 For new generation based study 
pounds/person/day based on 
generation 

15% 85%
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7. Disposal Tonnage: (enter values) 

Please select the ONE choice below that best explains 
Disposal 

percent audit 

data were 
Certification sheet found at http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Igcentral/forms/rytnmdrq.doc)  

I 4417 I 19470 I 23887  

and Modification 

sheet found 

Residential Non-Residential Total 
your disposal data and complete the required tables. 

Reporting System (No explanation required. Go to Section 8.) 
of hauler and self-haul tonnage. (Please complete Reporting Year Tonnage Request 

corrected. (Please complete Reporting Year Tonnage Modification Request and Certification 

SI a. All tons claimed are from the Boards 
• b. All tons claimed are from a 100 

. c. Some Disposal Reporting System 
at http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Igcentral/forms/rytnmdrq.doc)  

8. In the table below, list the summarized diversion activities, and diversion data records that support your claim and are available for Board audit. (Note: The 
Board expects the jurisdictions to be able to provide all back-up documentation, if requested) Include type of record and location—for example, weight tickets 
from transfer stations. This section should capture all diversion tonnage (form will perform all addition calculations). If any diversion is from restricted wastes, 
[agricultural wastes,inert solids (e.g., concrete, asphalt, dirt, etc.), white goods, and scrap metal] please identify those programs/waste types and fill out section 
10. Please mark as Attachment 8 all copies of survey forms. 
*Please provide detailed non-Residential waste audit information in Section 9. 

Diversion Activity 

Please use the Board's program types. 
The program type glossary is online at: 
http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Igcentral/paris  

Actual tons 

(A) 

Relative Percent to 
Total Generation 

(,/Total 
Generation) 

Specific material type(s) (List 
operation IN/multiple materials in one 

box) 

Specific conversion factor used (if 
any) and Source 

Type of record and location 
of record 

/codes/reduce.htm   

Residential Activities: 
Source Reduction 

Backyard composting 
Grasscycling 0.0% 
Other Residential source reduction (list each program separately) 

Enter program name 0.0% 
Enter program name 0.0% 
Enter program name 0.0% 
Enter program name 0.0% 
Enter program name 0.0% 

Subtotal Residential Source 
Reduction 0 0.0 

Recycling 
Curbside Recycling 1042 2.5% Paper, glass, plastics, metals Actual tonnage Hauler Records 
Buyback centers 99 0.2% Glass, plastics, metals, paper Actual tonnage DOR 
Drop-off centers E 
Other Residential ling (list each program separately) 

Transfer Station Diversion 
13 

'MI OCC, paper, plastics, metals, 
glass, C&D, and greenwaste Actual tonnage Hauler Records 0.0% 

Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 
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4417 19470 23887
Residential Non-Residential Total

*Please provide detailed non-Residential waste audit information in Section 9.
Diversion Activity Actual tons Relative Percent to 

Total Generation
Specific material type(s) (List 

operation w/multiple materials in one 
box)

Specific conversion factor used (if 
any) and Source 

Type of record and location 
of record

Please use the Board’s program types. 
The program type glossary is online at: (A)

(A/Total 
Generation)

http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/lgcentral/paris
/codes/reduce.htm

Residential Activities:
Source Reduction

   Backyard composting
   Grasscycling 0.0%

   Enter program name 0.0%
   Enter program name 0.0%
   Enter program name 0.0%
   Enter program name 0.0%
   Enter program name 0.0%
Subtotal  Residential Source 
Reduction 0 0.0%

Recycling
   Curbside Recycling 1042 2.5% Paper, glass, plastics, metals Actual tonnage Hauler Records
  Buyback centers 99 0.2% Glass, plastics, metals, paper Actual tonnage DOR
   Drop-off centers

Transfer Station Diversion
13 0.0%

OCC, paper, plastics, metals, 
glass, C&D, and greenwaste Actual tonnage Hauler Records

   Enter program name
   Enter program name
   Enter program name
   Enter program name

Please select the ONE choice below that best explains your disposal data and complete the required tables.

8. In the table below, list the summarized diversion activities, and diversion data records that support your claim and are available for Board audit. (Note: The 
Board expects the jurisdictions to be able to provide all back-up documentation, if requested)  Include type of record and location—for example, weight tickets 
from transfer stations. This section should capture all diversion tonnage (form will perform all addition calculations).  If any diversion is from restricted wastes, 
[agricultural wastes,inert solids (e.g., concrete, asphalt, dirt, etc.), white goods, and scrap metal] please identify those programs/waste types and fill out section 
10. Please mark as Attachment 8 all copies of survey forms. 

  Other Residential source reduction (list each program separately)

  Other Residential recycling� (list each program separately)

7. Disposal Tonnage: (enter values) 

            a. All tons claimed are from the Board's Disposal Reporting System (No explanation required. Go to Section 8.)
            b. All tons claimed are from a 100 percent audit of hauler and self-haul tonnage.  (Please complete Reporting Year Tonnage Request and Modification 
Certification sheet found at http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/lgcentral/forms/rytnmdrq.doc)
            c. Some Disposal Reporting System data were corrected. (Please complete Reporting Year Tonnage Modification Request and Certification sheet found 
at http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/lgcentral/forms/rytnmdrq.doc)
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Diversion Activity 

Please use the Board's program types. 
The program type glossary is online at: 
http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Igcentral/paris  

Actual tons 

(A) 

Relative Percent to 
Total Generation 

(,/Total 
Generation) 

Specific material type(s) (List 
operation w/multiple materials in one 

box) 

Specific conversion factor used (if 
any) and Source 

Type of record and location 
of record 

/codes/reduce.htm   

Subtotal Residential Recycling 
Composting 

1154 2.7% 

Green waste drop-off 571 1.4% Greenwaste Actual tonnage Hauler Records 
Curbside green waste 388 0.9% Greenwaste Actual tonnage Hauler Records 
Christmas Tree program 
Other Residential composting (list each program separately) 

Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 

Subtotal Residential Composting 
959 2.3% 

Subtotal Residential Diversion 
Non-Residential Activities: 

Source Reduction 

2113 

1888 

(list each- 

5.0% Mir 

Non-Residential Waste Audits* 
Other non-Residential source reduction 

..-::..-.-::.-:r::::::::.- 

Schools 32 0.1% Greenwaste .35 lbs/square foot (CIWMB) City records 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 

Subtotal Non-Residential Source 
Reduction 1920 4.6% 

Recycling 
8084 19.2% Non-Residential Waste Audits* il 

Other non-Residential recycling (list silMEgrOgrem separately) 

Commercial from Hauler 1397 l.3%' Paper, glass, plastics, metals Actual tonnage Hauler Records 
Transfer Station Diversion 

12 0.0% 
OCC, paper, plastics, metals, 
glass, C&D, and greenwaste Actual tonnage Hauler Records 

Subtotal Non-Residential Recycling ............, 
9493 22.5% 

Composting 
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Diversion Activity Actual tons Relative Percent to 
Total Generation

Specific material type(s) (List 
operation w/multiple materials in one 

box)

Specific conversion factor used (if 
any) and Source 

Type of record and location 
of record

Please use the Board’s program types. 
The program type glossary is online at: (A)

(A/Total 
Generation)

http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/lgcentral/paris
/codes/reduce.htm

Subtotal  Residential Recycling 1154 2.7%
Composting

   Green waste drop-off 571 1.4% Greenwaste Actual tonnage Hauler Records
   Curbside green waste 388 0.9% Greenwaste Actual tonnage Hauler Records
   Christmas Tree program

   Enter program name
   Enter program name
   Enter program name
   Enter program name
   Enter program name
Subtotal  Residential Composting

959 2.3%
Subtotal  Residential Diversion 2113 5.0%
Non-Residential Activities:

Source Reduction
  Non-Residential Waste Audits* 1888 4.5% See Section 9

Schools 32 0.1% Greenwaste .35 lbs/square foot (CIWMB) City records
   Enter program name    
   Enter program name    
   Enter program name
   Enter program name
Subtotal  Non-Residential Source 
Reduction 1920 4.6%

Recycling
  Non-Residential Waste Audits* 8084 19.2% See Section 9

Commercial from Hauler 1397 3.3% Paper, glass, plastics, metals Actual tonnage Hauler Records
Transfer Station Diversion

12 0.0%
OCC, paper, plastics, metals, 
glass, C&D, and greenwaste Actual tonnage Hauler Records

    
    

Subtotal  Non-Residential Recycling
9493 22.5%

Composting

  Other Residential composting (list each program separately)

  Other non-Residential source reduction (list each program separately)

  Other non-Residential recycling (list each program separately)
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Diversion Activity 

Please use the Board's program types. 
The program type glossary is online at: 
http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Igcentral/paris  

Actual tons 

(A) 

Relative Percent to 
Total Generation 

(,/Total 
Generation) 

Specific material type(s) (List 
operation w/multiple materials in one 

box) 

Specific conversion factor used (if 
any) and Source 

Type of record and location 
of record 

/codes/reduce.htm 

Non-Residential Waste Audits* 1984 4.7% See Section 9 
Other non-Residential composting (list each program separately) 

Transfer Station Self Haul Greenwaste 
8 0.0% Greenwaste Actual tonnage Hauler Records 

Landfill Self Haul Greenwaste 1705 4.0% Greenwaste Actual tonnage Hauler Records 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 

Subtotal Non- ad 
Compostin • 

Subtotal Non-Residential Diversion 
Residential/Non- Residential 

Diversion Activities 

7 

719 Greenwaste and C&D Actual tonnage DRS ADC 
Sludge 
Scrap metal 
Construction and demolition 

1 

350 0.8% C&D Actual tonnage Hauler Records 
II  Landfill salvage 

Subtotal Residential/Non-Reside 
diversion 1069 2.5% 

Total Diversion Tons 18292 43.4% 

Utia[DISPOSidTbitt from 662 2388 : 

:rGeOeOafIeKTotw(DWDtiY *4211 

5&6% 
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Diversion Activity Actual tons Relative Percent to 
Total Generation

Specific material type(s) (List 
operation w/multiple materials in one 

box)

Specific conversion factor used (if 
any) and Source 

Type of record and location 
of record

Please use the Board’s program types. 
The program type glossary is online at: (A)

(A/Total 
Generation)

http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/lgcentral/paris
/codes/reduce.htm

  Non-Residential Waste Audits* 1984 4.7% See Section 9

Transfer Station Self Haul Greenwaste 
8 0.0% Greenwaste Actual tonnage Hauler Records

Landfill Self Haul Greenwaste 1705 4.0% Greenwaste Actual tonnage Hauler Records
   Enter program name
   Enter program name
   Enter program name

Subtotal  Non-Residential 
Composting 3697 8.8%

Subtotal  Non-Residential Diversion 15110 35.8%
  Residential/Non- Residential 
Diversion Activities
   ADC 719 1.7% Greenwaste and C&D Actual tonnage DRS
   Sludge
   Scrap metal
  Construction and demolition 350 0.8% C&D Actual tonnage Hauler Records
   Landfill salvage

Subtotal Residential/Non-Residential 
diversion 1069 2.5%

Total Diversion Tons 18292 43.4%

Total Disposal Tons from Sec.7 23887 56.6%

Total Generation Tons (Div+Dis) 42179

  Other non-Residential composting (list each program separately)
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9. Specific Non-Residential Sector Waste Audits-Top 10 Non-Residential Generators 

Please complete this table for the top 10 non-residential generators that were surveyed. List each non-residential generator separately from largest to smallest, based on 
total diversion tons. Audit reference number ties to your audit sheets. 
(Form will perform all addition calculations). 
Please provide an attachment 9 which includes all of the generators surveyed. Include for each generator (use type of generator in lieu of specific business name) 
diversion activity and material type and associated tonnage for each diversion activity/material type. Include copies of survey form(s) used. 

Type of Non-residential 
Generator 

Audit 
Reference 

Number 

Specific/Major Diversion Activities include 
material type 

(e.g. paper recycling, grasscycling). 
(List activities on one line) 

Source 
Reduction 

Tons 

Recycling 
Tons 

Composting 
Tons 

Total Diversion 
Tons 

Percent of Total 
Generation (Total 

Diversion 
Tons/Total 

Generation in 
Section 8) 

Survey Method 
Phone (P) 
Mail (M) 
On-site (0) 
Other 

Quarry S-00-07 Recyclingof asphalt and concrete 6,534 6,534 15.5% P 
Plant Nursery A-00-03 Recycling of plastics; Composting of 

plants and planting mix 
11 1,701 1,712 4.1% 

0 

Golfcourse S-00-04 Grasscycling 1,600 76 1,676 4.0% P 
Road Construction S-00-06 Recyclingof asphalt 780 780 1.8% P 
Food Store S-00-19 Recycling of OCC, plastic, food 

waste 23 562 584 1.4% 
P 

Thrift Store A-00-01 Reuse of used clothing and 
household items 161 161 0.4% 

0 

Plant Nursery A-00-02 Recycling OCC, pallets, plastic, 
paper 19 102 121 0.3% 

0 

Food Store S-00-09 Recycling OCC, plastic, food waste 
119 119 0.3% 

P 

General Store S-00-12 RecyclingOCC, paper, plastic 79 79 0.2% P 
Government C-00-01 Grasscycling, and building 

relocation 70 70 0.2% 
P 

Totals 1,873 8,186 1,777 11,836 28.1% 

Summarize the non-residential diversion activities quantification methodology and applicable conversion factors. 

Concrete and asphalt, Business 1 : Actual weights. Business 4: Actual weights. 

Compost, Business 2: 230 - fifteen yard loads at one ton per yard = 3,450 tons. 

Plastic, Business 2: 24 pallets of pastic pots at 900 lbs/pallet = 10.8 tons. Business 5: Actual weights. Business 6: 600,000 plastic pots at one ounce per pot = 
tons. 
Business 8: Actual weight. Business 9: 12.5 lbs per week times 52 weeks = .325 tons 

Grasscycling, Business 3: 210 acres * 7.62 tons/acres = 1600.2 tons. Business 10: 185,400 square feet times 0.35Ibs/square = 32.445 tons. 

18.75 

Composting, Business 3: Grass clippings fron 10 acres * 7.62 tons/acres = 76.2 tons 

Cardboard, Business 5: Actual weights. Business 7 : Actual weights. Business 8: 
vage  

Actual vieights. Business 9: 4 bales a week at 750 lbs/bale at 52 weeks/year = 78 
tnnc 
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Type of Non-residential 
Generator

Audit 
Reference 
Number 

Specific/Major Diversion Activities include 
material type

(e.g. paper recycling, grasscycling).
(List activities on one line) 

Source 
Reduction 

Tons

Recycling 
Tons

Composting 
Tons

Total Diversion 
Tons

Percent of Total 
Generation (Total 

Diversion 
Tons/Total 

Generation in 
Section 8)

Survey Method
Phone (P)
Mail (M)
On-site (O)
Other ___

Quarry S-00-07 Recycling of asphalt and concrete 6,534 6,534 15.5% P
Plant Nursery A-00-03 Recycling of plastics; Composting of 

plants and planting mix
11 1,701 1,712 4.1%

O

Golfcourse S-00-04 Grasscycling 1,600 76 1,676 4.0% P
Road Construction S-00-06 Recycling of asphalt  780 780 1.8% P
Food Store S-00-19 Recycling of OCC, plastic, food 

waste 23 562 584 1.4%
P

Thrift Store A-00-01 Reuse of used clothing and 
household items 161 161 0.4%

O

Plant Nursery A-00-02 Recycling OCC, pallets, plastic, 
paper 19 102 121 0.3%

O

Food Store S-00-09 Recycling OCC, plastic, food waste
119 119 0.3%

P

General Store S-00-12 Recycling OCC, paper, plastic 79 79 0.2% P
Government C-00-01 Grasscycling, and building 

relocation 70 70 0.2%
P 

1,873 8,186 1,777 11,836 28.1%Totals

Summarize the non-residential diversion activities quantification methodology and applicable conversion factors.

9. Specific Non-Residential Sector Waste Audits-Top 10 Non-Residential Generators

Please complete this table for the top 10 non-residential generators that were surveyed. List each non-residential generator separately from largest to smallest, based on 
total diversion tons. Audit reference number ties to your audit sheets.
(Form will perform all addition calculations).
Please provide an attachment 9 which includes all of the generators surveyed. Include for each generator (use type of generator in lieu of specific business name) 
diversion activity and material type and associated tonnage for each diversion activity/material type. Include copies of survey form(s) used.  

Concrete and asphalt,  Business 1 :  Actual weights.  Business 4:  Actual weights. 

Compost,  Business 2:   230 - fifteen yard loads at one ton per yard = 3,450 tons.  

Plastic,   Business 2:  24 pallets of pastic pots at 900 lbs/pallet = 10.8 tons.  Business 5:  Actual weights.  Business 6:  600,000 plastic pots at one ounce per pot = 18.75 
tons.
Business 8: Actual weight.  Business 9: 12.5 lbs per week times 52 weeks = .325 tons

Grasscycling, Business 3:  210 acres * 7.62 tons/acres = 1600.2 tons.  Business 10:  185,400 square feet times 0.35lbs/square = 32.445 tons.

Composting, Business 3:  Grass clippings fron 10 acres  * 7.62 tons/acres = 76.2 tons 
 
Cardboard,  Business 5: Actual weights.  Business 7 :  Actual weights.  Business 8:  Actual weights.  Business 9:  4 bales a week at 750 lbs/bale at 52 weeks/year = 78 
tons Page 6
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uar000aro, business o: Hexuai weignxs. business I : Hexuai weignxs. business o: Hexuai weignxs. business u: 4 oaies a week al /Du iosmaie al o. weeks/year = to 
tons. 

Food waste, Business 5: 125 lbs per day times 365 days = 22.8 tons. Business 8: Actual weights. 

Clothing and household items, Business 8: survey using detailed list of donation categories for a week tjme 52 weeks = 160.72 

Pallet recycling, Business 7: 3,582 pallets at 40 lbs per pallet = 71.6 tons of pallets to a pallet manufacuring for repair or building new pallets. 

Paper, Business 7: fifty 50 gallon bags a year at 12.8 lbs a bag = 0.32 tons. Business 9: 40 lbs per week times 52 weeks = 1.04 tons. 

Building relocation. Business 10: An estimate of the building weight (37.5 tons) was provided by the engineer responsible for the movement. 

Page 7 
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Cardboard,  Business 5: Actual weights.  Business 7 :  Actual weights.  Business 8:  Actual weights.  Business 9:  4 bales a week at 750 lbs/bale at 52 weeks/year = 78 
tons.

Food  waste, Business 5:  125 lbs per day times 365 days = 22.8 tons.  Business 8:   Actual weights.  

Clothing and household items,  Business 8: survey using detailed list of donation categories for a week tjme 52 weeks = 160.72

Pallet recycling,  Business 7:    3,582 pallets at 40 lbs per pallet = 71.6 tons of pallets to a pallet manufacuring for repair or building new pallets.

Paper,  Business 7:  fifty 50 gallon bags a year at 12.8 lbs a bag =  0.32 tons.  Business 9:  40 lbs per week times 52 weeks = 1.04 tons.

Building relocation,  Business 10:  An estimate of the building weight (37.5 tons) was provided by the engineer responsible for the movement.

Page 7
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10. For each restricted waste type [i.e., agricultural waste, inert solids, (e.g. concreter, asphalt, dirt, etc.) scrap 
metals and white goods (PRC Section 41781.2)] and associated program, please provide the following 
a. If the diversion program started on or after January 1, 1990, complete the following table. 
(Note: program name refers to one specific diversion program for that waste type; (e.g., diversion conducted by 
City Public Waste Dept). 

Restricted Waste Type 

Scrap Metal " 

Specific Program name Year started Tonnage 

Recycling of Ferrous Scrap Metal through recycling 1999 0 
Scrap Metal 

Scrap Metal 

V 

" 

Recycling of Ferrous Scrap Metal through recycling 1999 5 

Recycling of Ferrous Scrap Metal through recycling 1999 13 
Inert Solids 

Inert Solids 

V 

" 

Recycling of asphalt through reuse in paving 1997 780 

Recycling of concrete and asphalt through productic 1997 6534 

Pull Down for Waste Types V 

b. If the diversion program started before January 1, 1990, on a separate sheet, marked 
the following documentation: (Note: If documentation for a waste type and program 
by the Board, you do not have to provide an attachment 10b for that waste type and 
Instead please provide date of Board approval of preciously submitted information. 
If documentation is not available, go to 10d. 
■ How the diversion was the result of a local action taken by the jurisdiction, 
the diversion [PRC Sec. 41781.2 (c) (1)]. 
■ That the amount of that waste type diverted from the jurisdiction in 1990 was 
amount of that waste type disposed at a permitted disposal facility by the jurisdiction 
(Note: this criterion is applicable to the entire jurisdiction, not to individual programs 
[PRC Sec. 41781.2 (c) (2)]). 
■ The jurisdiction is implementing, and will continue to implement, the diversion 
Reduction and Recycling Element. 
c. If the diversion program started before January 1, 1990, and the documentation 
(but not yet approved by the Board), complete the table below for each program claimed: 

attachment 10b, provide 
has already been approved 
program. 

(Date) 

which specifically resulted in 

less than or equal to the 
in any year before 1990. 

programs in its Source 

requested in 10b is available 

Restricted Waste Type 

Pull Down for Waste Types V 

Specific Program Name New base year or reporting 
year diversion tonnage 

Pull Down for Waste Types V 

Pull Down for Waste Types V 

Pull Down for Waste Types 

Pull Down for Waste Types 

V 

V 

d. If the diversion program started before January 1, 1990, and the documentation requested in 10b is not 
available, please complete the table below for each program claimed. (Note : Only the difference between the 
new base year/reporting year and 1990 can be counted in the diversion rate calculation.) 

Restricted Waste Type 

Agricultural Waste V 

Specific Program name New base year 
or reporting 

year tonnage 

1990 
diversion 
tonnage 

Difference 

Manure used as fertilizer in local fa 31 0 31 
Scrap Metal 

Pull Down for Waste Types 

• 

V 

Recycling of Ferrous Scrap Metal tl 4 44 0 

Pull Down for Waste Types 

Pull Down for Waste Types 

V 

V 

Pull Down for Waste Types V 
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Instead please provide date of Board approval of preciously submitted information. (Date)

d. If the diversion program started before January 1, 1990, and the documentation requested in 10b is not 
available, please complete the table below for each program claimed. (Note : Only the difference between the 
new base year/reporting year and 1990 can be counted in the diversion rate calculation.)

4 44 0
0

New base year 
or reporting 
year tonnage

1990 
diversion 
tonnage

Difference

31 31

pull down for waste types
pull down for waste types

1999

Restricted Waste Type Specific Program Name New base year or reporting 
year diversion tonnage

b. If the diversion program started before January 1, 1990, on a separate sheet, marked attachment 10b, provide 
the following documentation: (Note: If documentation for a waste type and program has already been approved 
by the Board, you do not have to provide an attachment 10b for that waste type and program.  

If documentation is not available, go to 10d.

pull down for waste types

pull down for waste types

pull down for waste types

1997

pull down for waste types

pull down for waste types

1997

        How the diversion was the result of a local action taken by the jurisdiction, which specifically resulted in 
the diversion [PRC Sec. 41781.2 (c) (1)].

pull down for waste types
pull down for waste types

Restricted Waste Type Specific Program name

pull down for waste types
Manure used as fertilizer in local far
Recycling of Ferrous Scrap Metal th

Recycling of Ferrous Scrap Metal through recycling s
Recycling of Ferrous Scrap Metal through recycling s 1999

5
13

Recycling of asphalt through reuse in paving 780
Recycling of concrete and asphalt through productio

c. If the diversion program started before January 1, 1990, and the documentation requested in 10b is available 
(but not yet approved by the Board), complete the table below for each program claimed:

         The jurisdiction is implementing, and will continue to implement, the diversion programs in its Source 
Reduction and Recycling Element.

         That the amount of that waste type diverted from the jurisdiction in 1990 was less than or equal to the 
amount of that waste type disposed at a permitted disposal facility by the jurisdiction in any year before 1990. 
(Note: this criterion is applicable to the entire jurisdiction, not to individual programs
[PRC Sec. 41781.2 (c) (2)]).

6534

pull down for waste types

10. For each restricted waste type [i.e., agricultural waste, inert solids, (e.g. concreter, asphalt, dirt, etc.) scrap 
metals and white goods (PRC Section 41781.2)] and associated program, please provide the following 
a. If the diversion program started on or after January 1, 1990, complete the following table.
(Note: program name refers to one specific diversion program for that waste type; (e.g., diversion conducted by 
City Public Waste Dept).

Tonnage

0

Year startedSpecific Program nameRestricted Waste Type

1999Recycling of Ferrous Scrap Metal through recycling spull down for waste typesScrap Metal

Scrap Metal

Scrap Metal

Inert Solids

Inert Solids

Pull Down for Waste Types

Agricultural Waste

Scrap Metal

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste TypesPull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types
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Attachment 9 Half Moon Bay 
Recycling 

Ref # Total Div Recycling SR Compost OCC paper AL Fe plastics organics 
A-00-01 160.7 340,0 0.0 160.7 340,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
A-00-02 162.3 102.1 60.2 0.0 30.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
S-00-02 20.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
S-00-04 1672.8 1143.5 0.0 1600.2 11'13.5 76.2 0,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
S-00-05 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
S-00-06 780.0 780.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
S-00-07 6534.5 6534.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
S-00-09 119.1 119.1 0.0 0.0 110.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.3 6.9 
S-00-11 26.5 0.0 26.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
S-00-12 79.3 79.3 0.0 0.0 78.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 
S-00-13 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
A-00-03 3460.8 3462.0 10.8 12.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.8 12.0 0.0 
S-00-15 4.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
S-00-16 4.5 0.0 4.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
S-00-18 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
S-00-19 584.4 562A 354.7 355.5 22.8 0,0 206.9 346.8 0.0 0.0 0,8 0.0 7.9 0.0 
S-00-20 3.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
S-00-01 1.7 1.0 0.7 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 
S-00-17 30.4 25.6 4.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0 
S-00-03 3.8 3.5 0.3 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0 
S-00-08 5.2 5.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.2 0.0 0.0 
S-00-10 20.8 20.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.3 0.0 0.0 
S-00-14 27.7 27.7 0.0 0.0 27.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Total 13705.1 13330.7 8084.3 8086.3   1887.7 1587.5 3733.1 3656.9 594.7 1.0 0.0 23.1 9.5 6.9 
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Attachment 9 Half Moon Bay
 Recycling

Ref # Total Div Recycling SR Compost OCC paper AL Fe plastics organics
A-00-01 160.7           340.0 0.0 160.7       340.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
A-00-02 162.3 102.1 60.2 0.0 30.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
S-00-02 20.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
S-00-04 1672.8       1143.5 0.0 1600.2    1143.5 76.2            0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
S-00-05 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
S-00-06 780.0 780.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
S-00-07 6534.5 6534.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
S-00-09 119.1 119.1 0.0 0.0 110.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.3 6.9
S-00-11 26.5 0.0 26.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
S-00-12 79.3 79.3 0.0 0.0 78.0 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0
S-00-13 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
A-00-03 3460.8       3462.0 10.8           12.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.8    12.0 0.0
S-00-15 4.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
S-00-16 4.5 0.0 4.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
S-00-18 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
S-00-19 584.4           562.4 354.7       355.5 22.8            0.0 206.9 346.8 0.0 0.0    0.8 0.0 7.9 0.0
S-00-20 3.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
S-00-01 1.7 1.0 0.7 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0
S-00-17 30.4 25.6 4.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.0 0.0
S-00-03 3.8 3.5 0.3 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 2.6 0.0 0.0
S-00-08 5.2 5.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.2 0.0 0.0
S-00-10 20.8 20.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.3 0.0 0.0
S-00-14 27.7 27.7 0.0 0.0 27.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 13705.1    13330.7 8084.3   8086.3 1887.7    1587.5 3733.1    3656.9 594.7 1.0 0.0 23.1 9.5 6.9
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SR Composting 
inerts tires pallets OCC paper plastics Greenwaste Textiles Organincs tires Greenwast Organincs 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 160.72 310.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 71.6 0.0 3.2 57.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1600.2 1143.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 76.2 0,0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

780.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
6534.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 26.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1701 3450 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.8 0,0 0.0 0.0 206.9 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 
0.0 23.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.8 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 7.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

7314.5 32.2 91.6 0.1 7.2 60.0 1600.2 1143.5 160.7 310.0 53.8  31.0 5.7 76.2 0,0 1907.9 3656.9 
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SR Composting
inerts tires pallets OCC paper plastics Greenwaste Textiles Organincs tires Greenwast Organincs

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 160.72    340.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 71.6 0.0 3.2 57.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 20.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1600.2    1143.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 76.2    0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

780.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
6534.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 26.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1701         3450
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.8    0.0 0.0 0.0 206.9
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0
0.0 23.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.8 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 7.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

7314.5 32.2 91.6 0.1 7.2 60.0 1600.2   1143.5 160.7   340.0   53.8    31.0 5.7 76.2   0.0 1907.9   3656.9
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Table A: Site Visit Verification Findings, Diversion Tonnage and Deductions for the City of Half Moon Bay 

Identification/Generator 

Material 
Type/Program 

Activity 
NBY Claim 

(tons) NBY Methodology 

Verification 
Findings 

(tons) Verification Findings/Site Visit Methodology 

S-00-07 - Quarry 
Asphalt and 
concrete recycling 6,534.00 Actual tons provided 6,534.00 

Confirmed with accounting that the quarry 
received 7,687.63 tons of material based on 
actual weight tickets. They did not break out by 
weight ticket the origin on the material, but they 
estimated that 85% is from the City of Half Moon 
Bay. Operations manager at quarry confirmed 
that they started this activity 1997. (7,687.63 x 
0.85 = 6,534 tons) The tonnage was also 
determined to be representative. 

Total - Quarry 6,534.00 6,534.00 

A-00-03 - Plant Nursery Planting mix reuse 3,450.00 

Tonnage provided by Operations 
Manager. 230 truckloads * 15 cubic 
yards per truckload * 2000 lbs per 
cubic yard. 1,701.00 

Production supervisor confirmed that 
approximately 230 truck loads (15 yards per 
truck load) of composted potting soil and plants 
were given or sold to contractors in 2000. This 
activity has been ongoing for the past seven 
years. Prior to that the material was disposed of. 
They used a conversion factor of one ton per 
cubic yard. As a part of the verification, the 
supervisor got sample load weights to confirm 
the conversion factor. As a result, the 
conversion factor was reduced based on the 
actual sample weight. 

Plastic recycling 12.00 
Tonnage provided by Operations 
Manager 10.80 

Production supervisor confirmed that 
approximately 24 pallets of plastic pots were 
shipped to Blue Line transfer station for recycling 
in 2000. The supervisor estimated that the pot 
weighed 900 lbs per pallet. (24 pallets x 900 lbs 
= 10.8 tons) 

Total - Plant Nursery 3,462.00 1,711.80 
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Table A: Site Visit Verification Findings, Diversion Tonnage and Deductions for the City of Half Moon Bay  

Identification/Generator

Material 
Type/Program 

Activity
NBY Claim 

(tons) NBY Methodology

Verification 
Findings 

(tons) Verification Findings/Site Visit Methodology

S-00-07 - Quarry
Asphalt and 
concrete recycling 6,534.00 Actual tons provided 6,534.00

Confirmed with accounting that the quarry 
received 7,687.63 tons of material based on 
actual weight tickets.  They did not break out by 
weight ticket the origin on the material, but they 
estimated that 85% is from the City of Half Moon 
Bay.   Operations manager at quarry confirmed 
that they started this activity 1997.  (7,687.63 x 
0.85 = 6,534 tons) The tonnage was also 
determined to be representative.

Total - Quarry 6,534.00 6,534.00

A-00-03 - Plant Nursery Planting mix reuse 3,450.00

Tonnage provided by Operations 
Manager.  230 truckloads * 15 cubic 
yards per truckload * 2000 lbs per 
cubic yard. 1,701.00

Production supervisor confirmed that 
approximately 230 truck loads (15 yards per 
truck load) of composted potting soil and plants 
were given or sold to contractors in 2000.   This 
activity has been ongoing for the past seven 
years.  Prior to that the material was disposed of. 
They used a conversion factor of one ton per 
cubic yard. As a part of the verification, the 
supervisor got sample load weights to confirm 
the conversion factor.  As a result, the 
conversion factor was reduced based on the 
actual sample weight. 

Plastic recycling 12.00
Tonnage provided by Operations 
Manager 10.80

Production supervisor confirmed that 
approximately 24 pallets of plastic pots were 
shipped to Blue Line transfer station for recycling 
in 2000.  The supervisor estimated that the pot 
weighed 900 lbs per pallet.  (24 pallets x 900 lbs 
= 10.8 tons)

Total - Plant Nursery  3,462.00 1,711.80
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Identification/Generator 

Material 
Type/Program 

Activity 
NBY Claim 

(tons) NBY Methodology 

Verification 
Findings 

(tons) Verification Findings/Site Visit Methodology 

S-00-04 - Golf Course Grasscycling 1,143.00 150 acres times 7.62 tons per acres 1,600.20 

Course Superintendent confirmed that there are 
two 18 hole course with total of 220 mowable 
acres. 210 acres are grasscycled. (210 acres x 
7.62 tons/acres = 1600.2 tons) 

Composting 0.00 N/A 76.20 

Course Superintendent confirmed that there are 
two 18 hole course with total of 220 mowable 
acres. Another 10 acres are mowed and the 
grass is composted. (10 acres x 7.62 tons/acres 
= 76.20 tons) 

Total - Golf Course 1,143.00 1,676.40 

S-00-06 - Road Construction Asphalt recycling 780.00 

Actual weight of asphalt that was used 
on the highway to replace what was 
ground off. 780.00 

Per Area Superintendent, road grindings have 
been reused since 1992 when equipment first 
became available to them. The tonnage is 
based on actual weights of the asphalt 

Total - Road Construction 780.00 780.00 

S-00-19 - Food Store 
Cardboard 
recycling 346.80 Corporate distribution center report 346.80 

Confirmed activity and weights with store 
management from corporate reports. 

Produce Recycling 173.40 Corporate distribution center report 173.40 
Confirmed activity and weights with store 
management from corporate reports. 

Bone & Fat 
recycling 33.46 Corporate distribution center report 33.46 

Confirmed activity and weights with store 
management from corporate reports. 

Plastic recycling 7.90 Corporate distribution center report 7.90 
Confirmed activity and weights with store 
management from corporate reports. 

Aluminum 
recycling 0.80 30 lbs per week times 52 weeks. 0.00 

Per store management, aluminum cans are 
recycled through the certified buyback center 
located on the stores parking lot. Tonnage is 
deducted because it is already captured in the 
buyback centers tonnage. . 

Baked goods 
donations 0.00 N/A 22.80 

Per store management, 125 lbs of baked goods 
are donated on a daily basis to church food 
bank. (125 lbs x 365 = 22.8 tons) 

Total - Food Store 562.36 584.36 
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Identification/Generator

Material 
Type/Program 

Activity
NBY Claim 

(tons) NBY Methodology

Verification 
Findings 

(tons) Verification Findings/Site Visit Methodology

S-00-04 - Golf Course Grasscycling 1,143.00 150 acres times 7.62 tons per acres 1,600.20

Course Superintendent confirmed that there are 
two 18 hole course with total of 220 mowable 
acres.  210 acres are grasscycled.  (210 acres x 
7.62 tons/acres = 1600.2 tons)

Composting 0.00 N/A 76.20

Course Superintendent confirmed that there are 
two 18 hole course with total of 220 mowable 
acres.  Another 10 acres are mowed and the 
grass is composted.  (10 acres x 7.62 tons/acres 
= 76.20 tons)

Total - Golf Course 1,143.00 1,676.40

S-00-06 - Road Construction Asphalt recycling 780.00

Actual weight of asphalt that was used 
on the highway to replace what was 
ground off. 780.00

Per Area Superintendent,  road grindings have 
been reused since 1992 when equipment first 
became available to them.  The tonnage is 
based on actual weights of the asphalt

Total - Road Construction  780.00 780.00

S-00-19 - Food Store
Cardboard 
recycling 346.80 Corporate distribution center report 346.80

Confirmed activity and weights with store 
management from corporate reports.

Produce Recycling 173.40 Corporate distribution center report 173.40
Confirmed activity and weights with store 
management from corporate reports.

Bone & Fat 
recycling 33.46 Corporate distribution center report 33.46

Confirmed activity and weights with store 
management from corporate reports.

Plastic recycling 7.90 Corporate distribution center report 7.90
Confirmed activity and weights with store 
management from corporate reports.

Aluminum 
recycling 0.80 30 lbs per week times 52 weeks. 0.00

Per store management, aluminum cans are 
recycled through the certified buyback center 
located on the stores parking lot.  Tonnage is 
deducted because it is already captured in the 
buyback centers tonnage.  .

Baked goods 
donations 0.00 N/A 22.80

Per store management,  125 lbs of baked goods 
are donated on a daily basis to church food 
bank.  (125 lbs x 365 = 22.8 tons)

Total - Food Store  562.36 584.36
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Identification/Generator 

Material 
Type/Program 

Activity 
NBY Claim 

(tons) NBY Methodology 

Verification 
Findings 

(tons) Verification Findings/Site Visit Methodology 

A-00-01 - Thrift Store 

Clothing and 
household item 
reuse 340.00 

Items broken into 14 category and 
then volumes and weights were 
estimated on a weekly basis with store 
management. 160.72 

Confirmed activity and reviewed detailed list of 
donation categories with thrift store 
management, used conversion table used in 
submitted study. Because the estimates staff 
received on the amount of donations were lower, 
the tonnage was reduced. 

Total - Thrift Store 340.00 160.72 

A-00-02 - Plant Nursery 
Cardboard 
recycling 30.50 

Actual weights provided by non- 
franchise recycling company. 30.50 

Confirmed activity with facility management and 
weight tickets. Cardboard is baled and sold to 
Non-BFI recycler. 

Pallet recycling 71.60 
Actual weights provided by non- 
franchise recycling company. 71.60 

Confirmed activity with store management. 298 
pallets on average are given to pallet 
manufacturer for repair and reuse. 

Plastic recycling 57.00 600,000 pots a year 18.75 

Confirmed activity and number of pots with 
management. The conversion factor for the pots 
was verified with an actual weight. The actual 
weight was less so the tonnage was reduced. 

Paper recycling 3.20 
Ten 50 gallon bags of shredded paper 
a week at 12.8 lbs a bag. 0.32 

Per management only fifty 50-gallon bags a year 
are recycled. 

Total - Plant Nursery 162.30 121.17 

Garage Sales Household Items 97.00 0.35 tons per yard sale (CIWMB) 0.00 

The conversion factor for the garage sales is not 
deemed accurate. In addition, restricted waste 
requirements could not be met and there is also 
possible double counting on the garage sale 
materials. Therefore, this tonnage was deducted. 

Subtotal - Garage Sales 97.00 0.00 
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Identification/Generator

Material 
Type/Program 

Activity
NBY Claim 

(tons) NBY Methodology

Verification 
Findings 

(tons) Verification Findings/Site Visit Methodology

A-00-01 - Thrift Store

Clothing and 
household item 
reuse 340.00

Items broken into 14 category and 
then volumes and weights were 
estimated on a weekly basis with store 
management. 160.72

Confirmed activity and reviewed detailed list of 
donation categories with thrift store 
management, used conversion table used in 
submitted study.  Because the estimates staff 
received on the amount of donations were lower, 
the tonnage was reduced. 

Total - Thrift Store  340.00 160.72

A-00-02 - Plant Nursery
Cardboard 
recycling 30.50

Actual weights provided by non-
franchise recycling company. 30.50

Confirmed activity with facility management and 
weight tickets. Cardboard is baled and sold to 
Non-BFI recycler.

Pallet recycling 71.60
Actual weights provided by non-
franchise recycling company. 71.60

Confirmed activity with store management.  298 
pallets on average are given to pallet 
manufacturer for repair and reuse.

Plastic recycling 57.00 600,000 pots a year 18.75

Confirmed activity and number of pots with 
management. The conversion factor for the pots 
was verified with an actual weight. The actual 
weight was less so the tonnage was reduced.

Paper recycling 3.20
Ten 50 gallon bags of shredded paper 
a week at 12.8 lbs a bag. 0.32

Per management only fifty 50-gallon bags a year 
are recycled.

Total - Plant Nursery  162.30 121.17

Garage Sales Household Items 97.00 0.35 tons per yard sale (CIWMB) 0.00

The conversion factor for the garage sales is not 
deemed accurate.  In addition, restricted waste 
requirements could not be met and there is also 
possible double counting on the garage sale 
materials. Therefore, this tonnage was deducted.

Subtotal - Garage Sales 97.00 0.00
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Identification/Generator 

Material 
Type/Program 

Activity 
NBY Claim 

(tons) NBY Methodology 

Verification 
Findings 

(tons) Verification Findings/Site Visit Methodology 

ADC 
Greenwast and 
C&D 719.00 

DRS shows 2992 tons of ADC at Ox 
Mountain LF. 2273 tons of 
greenwaste was reported collected at 
the drop-off at the Ox Mountain LF and 
was subtracted for a remaining 719 
tons of ADC, inorder not to double 
count greenwaste. 719.00 Staff confirmed this calculation. 

Subtotal - ADC 719.00 719.00 

Grand Totals 13,080.66 11,568.45 
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Identification/Generator

Material 
Type/Program 

Activity
NBY Claim 

(tons) NBY Methodology

Verification 
Findings 

(tons) Verification Findings/Site Visit Methodology

ADC
Greenwast and 
C&D 719.00

DRS shows 2992 tons of ADC at Ox 
Mountain LF.  2273 tons of 
greenwaste was reported collected at 
the drop-off at the Ox Mountain LF and 
was subtracted for a remaining 719 
tons of ADC,  inorder not to double 
count greenwaste. 719.00 Staff confirmed this calculation.

Subtotal - ADC 719.00 719.00

Grand Totals  13,080.66 11,568.45
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 

Resolution 2005-72 

Consideration Of A Request To Change The Base Year To 2000 For The Previously Approved 
Source Reduction And Recycling Element For The City Of Half Moon Bay, San Mateo County 

WHEREAS, Public Resources Code Sections 41031 (Cities) and 41331 (Counties) require that 
information submitted by a jurisdiction on the quantities of solid waste it has generated, diverted 
and disposed, shall include data as accurate as possible to enable the Integrated Waste 
Management Board (Board) to accurately measure the jurisdiction's achievement of the 
diversion requirement pursuant to PRC Section 41780; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Half Moon Bay (City) of San Mateo County (County) submitted 
documentation requesting to change its base year to 2000 using the data from its previously 
approved 2000 generation study, which it claims is as accurate as possible; and 

WHEREAS, a portion of the diversion tonnage originally claimed by the City has been modified 
as a result of staff verification, and is reflected in the staff-revised certification. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby approves the base-year 
change with the staff-recommended changes as noted in this item to 2000 for the City of Half 
Moon Bay of San Mateo County. 

CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a 
resolution duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 

Dated: 

Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 

Resolution 2005-72 
Consideration Of A Request To Change The Base Year To 2000 For The Previously Approved 
Source Reduction And Recycling Element For The City Of Half Moon Bay, San Mateo County 
 
WHEREAS, Public Resources Code Sections 41031 (Cities) and 41331 (Counties) require that 
information submitted by a jurisdiction on the quantities of solid waste it has generated, diverted 
and disposed, shall include data as accurate as possible to enable the Integrated Waste 
Management Board (Board) to accurately measure the jurisdiction’s achievement of the 
diversion requirement pursuant to PRC Section 41780; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Half Moon Bay (City) of San Mateo County (County) submitted 
documentation requesting to change its base year to 2000 using the data from its previously 
approved 2000 generation study, which it claims is as accurate as possible; and 
 
WHEREAS, a portion of the diversion tonnage originally claimed by the City has been modified 
as a result of staff verification, and is reflected in the staff-revised certification. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby approves the base-year 
change with the staff-recommended changes as noted in this item to 2000 for the City of Half 
Moon Bay of San Mateo County. 

 
CERTIFICATION 

 
The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a 
resolution duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005.  
 
Dated:   
 
 
 
Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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AGENDA ITEM 15 
ITEM 
Consideration Of The Amended Nondisposal Facility Element For The Town Of Portola Valley, 
San Mateo County 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
The Town of Portola Valley (Town) has amended its Nondisposal Facility Element 
(NDFE) by identifying and describing three existing nondisposal facilities being added, 
all located in other jurisdictions. 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
The Board previously approved the Town's NDFE on September 21, 1994. 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
The Board may: 
1. Approve the Town's amended NDFE. 
2. Disapprove the Town's amended NDFE. 

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Board staff recommends the Board adopt option 1: approve the Town's amended NDFE. 

V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 
1. Background 

The Town has amended its NDFE by adding three nondisposal facilities as noted below. 
1) Green Team of San Jose MRF 
Facility type/location: The Material Recovery Facility is located at 575 Charles Street, 
in San Jose. The facility operates a curbside recyclables processing operation and is 
approximately 2.86 acres in size. It is owned and operated by Waste Connections of 
California, Inc., and began operation in 1993. All Sorting operations are conducted 
inside a 25,950 square foot building. Materials that are sorted for recycling are 
shipped to other recycling operations for further processing and marketing. The 
remaining waste materials are shipped to permitted landfills for disposal. 

Facility capacity: The permitted capacity is 250 tons of recyclables per day, with a 
weekly maximum of 1250 tons. 
Anticipated diversion rate: The Town expects a diversion rate of 82% from this facility. 
Participating jurisdictions: The facility is anticipated to serve the Town of Portola 
Valley and the Town of Woodside from San Mateo County. 
2) GreenWaste Recovery Facility 
Facility type/location: The facility is located at 625 Charles Street in San Jose. The 
facility's primary function is to recover recyclable materials from the waste stream for 
further processing and marketing and is approximately 6 acres in size. It is owned and 
operated by GreenWaste Recovery, Inc. and began operation in 1995. The Facility 
operates a yard waste and food waste transfer operation and a debris box sorting and 
recycling operation. All sorting operations are conducted inside a 40,250 square foot 
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ITEM 
Consideration Of The Amended Nondisposal Facility Element For The Town Of Portola Valley, 
San Mateo County 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
The Town of Portola Valley (Town) has amended its Nondisposal Facility Element 
(NDFE) by identifying and describing three existing nondisposal facilities being added, 
all located in other jurisdictions. 

 
II. ITEM HISTORY 

The Board previously approved the Town's NDFE on September 21, 1994.   
 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
The Board may: 
1. Approve the Town’s amended NDFE. 
2. Disapprove the Town’s amended NDFE. 
 

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Board staff recommends the Board adopt option 1: approve the Town’s amended NDFE. 
 

V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 
1.  Background    

The Town has amended its NDFE by adding three nondisposal facilities as noted below.  
1) Green Team of San Jose MRF 
Facility type/location:  The Material Recovery Facility is located at 575 Charles Street, 
in San Jose.  The facility operates a curbside recyclables processing operation and is 
approximately 2.86 acres in size.   It is owned and operated by Waste Connections of 
California, Inc., and began operation in 1993.  All Sorting operations are conducted 
inside a 25,950 square foot building.  Materials that are sorted for recycling are 
shipped to other recycling operations for further processing and marketing.  The 
remaining waste materials are shipped to permitted landfills for disposal.  
 
Facility capacity:  The permitted capacity is 250 tons of recyclables per day, with a 
weekly maximum of 1250 tons. 
Anticipated diversion rate: The Town expects a diversion rate of 82% from this facility.  
Participating jurisdictions: The facility is anticipated to serve the Town of Portola 
Valley and the Town of Woodside from San Mateo County.   
2) GreenWaste Recovery Facility 
Facility type/location:  The facility is located at 625 Charles Street in San Jose.  The 
facility’s primary function is to recover recyclable materials from the waste stream for 
further processing and marketing and is approximately 6 acres in size.  It is owned and 
operated by GreenWaste Recovery, Inc. and began operation in 1995.  The Facility 
operates a yard waste and food waste transfer operation and a debris box sorting and 
recycling operation. All sorting operations are conducted inside a 40,250 square foot 
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2. 

B.  

C.  

D.  

building. Materials that are sorted for recycling are shipped 
operations for further processing and marketing. The 
to permitted landfills for disposal. 
Facility capacity: The facility is permitted to accept a 

to other recycling 
remaining waste 

maximum of 934 

rate of 82% 

serve the Town 

at 980 State Highway 
parcel. The facility 

and began operation 
greenwaste, 

municipal collection 
This facility is 

screened, temporarily 

rate of 80% 
to serve the Town 

for amending a 

and composted 

will be shipped 

tons of waste 

from this facility. 

of Portola 

25, in 
is owned and 

in 1997. 
agricultural 

programs, 
not open to the 

using an 
stored 

from this facility. 
of Portola 

NDFE by 

NDFE. 
process of 

to the 

of this item. 

facilities will then 

per day, with a weekly maximum of 4,200 tons. N/A 
Anticipated diversion rate: The Town expects a diversion 

Participating jurisdictions: The facility is anticipated to 
Valley and the Town of Woodside from San Mateo County. 

3) Z-Best Composting Facility 
Facility type/location: The compost facility is located 
Gilroy. The 77 acre facility is situated on a 157 acre 
operated by Zanker Road Resource Management, LTD 
The facility accepts municipal solid waste, source-separated 
byproducts and other permitted organic materials from 
licensed contractors and local agricultural operations. 
general public. Materials received at the Facility are processed 
aerated windrow method. Finished composted is cured, 
on site and transported to market as needed. 
Facility capacity: 1500 tons per day. 
Anticipated diversion rate: The Town expects a diversion 
Participating jurisdictions: The facility is anticipated 
Valley and the Town of Woodside from San Mateo County. 

Findings 
The Town has adequately addressed all requirements 
submitting the information noted below: 

San Mateo Town yes no 
Local Task Force comments X 
3-day public notices X 
Resolution adopting amendment X 
Amendment includes required information for facility type X 

Environmental Issues 
Staff is not aware of any environmental issues related to the amended 
Specific environmental issues would be addressed during the permitting 
the facilities, and thus would be discussed in any associated items presented 
Board from the Permits Division. 

Program/Long Term Impacts 
Staff does not anticipate any program or long term impacts as a result 

Stakeholder Impacts 
Approving the Town's amended NDFE will facilitate any future conformance 
findings made by the Board as part of the permitting process, as the 
be identified in the NDFE, as required. 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impact to the Board results from this item. 
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building.  Materials that are sorted for recycling are shipped to other recycling 
operations for further processing and marketing.  The remaining waste will be shipped 
to permitted landfills for disposal.   
Facility capacity:  The facility is permitted to accept a maximum of 934 tons of waste 
per day, with a weekly maximum of 4,200 tons.  N/A 
Anticipated diversion rate:  The Town expects a diversion rate of 82% from this facility.  
 
Participating jurisdictions: The facility is anticipated to serve the Town of Portola 
Valley and the Town of Woodside from San Mateo County. 
   
3) Z-Best Composting Facility 
Facility type/location:  The compost facility is located at 980 State Highway 25, in 
Gilroy.  The 77 acre facility is situated on a 157 acre parcel. The facility is owned and 
operated by Zanker Road Resource Management, LTD and began operation in 1997.  
The facility accepts municipal solid waste, source-separated greenwaste, agricultural 
byproducts and other permitted organic materials from municipal collection programs, 
licensed contractors and local agricultural operations.  This facility is not open to the 
general public. Materials received at the Facility are processed and composted using an 
aerated windrow method.  Finished composted is cured, screened, temporarily stored 
on site and transported to market as needed.   
Facility capacity:  1500 tons per day. 
Anticipated diversion rate: The Town expects a diversion rate of 80% from this facility.  
Participating jurisdictions:  The facility is anticipated to serve the Town of Portola 
Valley and the Town of Woodside from San Mateo County.   
 

2. Findings
The Town has adequately addressed all requirements for amending a NDFE by 
submitting the information noted below: 

 

San Mateo Town yes no 
Local Task Force comments X  
3-day public notices  X  
Resolution adopting amendment  X  
Amendment includes required information for facility type X  

B. Environmental Issues 
Staff is not aware of any environmental issues related to the amended NDFE.  
Specific environmental issues would be addressed during the permitting process of 
the facilities, and thus would be discussed in any associated items presented to the 
Board from the Permits Division. 
 

C. Program/Long Term Impacts 
Staff does not anticipate any program or long term impacts as a result of this item. 
 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Approving the Town’s amended NDFE will facilitate any future conformance 
findings made by the Board as part of the permitting process, as the facilities will then 
be identified in the NDFE, as required. 
 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impact to the Board results from this item. 
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F. Legal Issues 
This item represents the process for implementing PRC Section 41800 that describes 
Board's approval process of a jurisdiction's planning elements, including the NDFE. 

G. Environmental Justice 

the 

are 

ability to 
and assist 

for 

2000 Census Data — Demo raphics for the Town (unincorporated area) 
% White % Hispanic % Black %Native 

American 
%Asian %Pacific 

Islander 
%Other 

90.8 3.3 0.4 0.1 4.0 0.0 0.2 

2000 Census Data — Economic Data for the Town (unincorporated area) 
Median annual income* Mean (average) income* % individuals below poverty level 

158,217 276,566 2.3 

* Per household 

• Environmental Justice Issues. According 
no environmental justice issues in this community 

• Efforts at Environmental Justice Outreach. 
materials available, through the County's 
in English and Spanish. 

• Project Benefits. 
Updating the Town's NDFE to include descriptions 
nondisposal facilities will allow Town residents, 
complete picture of the nondisposal facilities 
and maintain its diversion requirements. 

H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
This item supports Strategic Plan goal 2, objective 
reach and maintain California's waste diversion 
local governments' efforts to implement programs 
action as needed) by approving the Town's locally 

VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
This item does not require any Board fiscal action. 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1. Resolution Number 2005-73 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff: Keir Furey 
B. Legal Staff: Elliot Block 
C. Administration Staff: N/A 

IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION 
A. Support 

The Town of Portola Valley. 
B. Opposition 

Staff had not received any written opposition 
publication. 

to the Town representative, there 
related to this item. 

are a number of outreach 
program that are printed 

of new or modified 
and the Town, to have a more 
Town will be using to achieve 

(Support local jurisdictions' 
strategy (D) (Assess 

reduce disposal, taking corrective 
amended NDFE. 

Phone: (916) 341-6258 
Phone: (916) 341-6080 
Phone: N/A 

this item was submitted 

There 
RecycleWorks 

mandates), 
and 
adopted 

the 

3 

at the time 
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F. Legal Issues 
This item represents the process for implementing PRC Section 41800 that describes the 
Board’s approval process of a jurisdiction’s planning elements, including the NDFE.   
 

G. Environmental Justice 
2000 Census Data – Demographics for the Town (unincorporated area)  

% White % Hispanic % Black %Native 
American 

%Asian %Pacific 
Islander 

%Other 

90.8 3.3 0.4 0.1 4.0 0.0 0.2 
 

2000 Census Data – Economic Data for the Town (unincorporated area) 
Median annual income* Mean (average) income* % individuals below poverty level 

158,217 276,566 2.3 
*  Per household 
 

• Environmental Justice Issues.  According to the Town representative, there are 
no environmental justice issues in this community related to this item. 

• Efforts at Environmental Justice Outreach.  There are a number of outreach 
materials available, through the County’s RecycleWorks program that are printed 
in English and Spanish.   

• Project Benefits.   
Updating the Town’s NDFE to include descriptions of new or modified 
nondisposal facilities will allow Town residents, and the Town, to have a more 
complete picture of the nondisposal facilities the Town will be using to achieve 
and maintain its diversion requirements. 

 
H. 2001 Strategic Plan 

This item supports Strategic Plan goal 2, objective 3 (Support local jurisdictions’ ability to 
reach and maintain California’s waste diversion mandates), strategy (D) (Assess and assist 
local governments’ efforts to implement programs and reduce disposal, taking corrective 
action as needed) by approving the Town’s locally adopted amended NDFE. 
 

VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
This item does not require any Board fiscal action.  

 
VII. ATTACHMENTS 

1. Resolution Number 2005-73 
 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff:  Keir Furey Phone:  (916) 341-6258 
B. Legal Staff:  Elliot Block Phone:  (916) 341-6080 
C. Administration Staff:  N/A Phone:  N/A 

 
IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION  

A. Support 
The Town of Portola Valley. 

B. Opposition 
Staff had not received any written opposition at the time this item was submitted for 
publication.  
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-73 

Consideration Of The Amended Nondisposal Facility Element For The Town Of Portola Valley, 
San Mateo County 

WHEREAS, Public Resources Code (PRC) Sections 40900 et seq., describe the requirements 
to be met by Cities and Counties when developing and implementing integrated waste 
management plans; and 

WHEREAS, PRC Sections 41730 et seq. require that each City and County prepare and adopt a 
Nondisposal Facility Element (NDFE) which includes a description of existing and new solid 
waste facilities, and the expansion of existing solid waste facilities, which will be needed to 
implement a jurisdiction's Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE), to enable it to meet 
the requirements of PRC Section 41780; and 

WHEREAS, the Town of Portola Valley (Town) has amended its Board-approved NDFE to 
reflect the addition of three described facilities, has submitted the amended NDFE to the Board; 
and 

WHEREAS, based on review of the amended NDFE, Board staff found that all of the 
foregoing requirements have been satisfied and that the amended NDFE substantially complies 
with PRC Sections 41730, et seq., and recommends approval; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby approves the amended 
Nondisposal Facility Element for the Town of Portola Valley. 

CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a 
resolution duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 

Dated: 

Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-73 

Consideration Of The Amended Nondisposal Facility Element For The Town Of Portola Valley, 
San Mateo County 
 
WHEREAS, Public Resources Code (PRC) Sections 40900 et seq., describe the requirements 
to be met by Cities and Counties when developing and implementing integrated waste 
management plans; and 
 
WHEREAS, PRC Sections 41730 et seq. require that each City and County prepare and adopt a 
Nondisposal Facility Element (NDFE) which includes a description of existing and new solid 
waste facilities, and the expansion of existing solid waste facilities, which will be needed to 
implement a jurisdiction's Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE), to enable it to meet 
the requirements of PRC Section 41780; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Town of  Portola Valley (Town) has amended its Board-approved NDFE to 
reflect the addition of three described facilities, has submitted the amended NDFE to the Board; 
and 
 
WHEREAS, based on review of the amended NDFE, Board staff found that all of the 
foregoing requirements have been satisfied and that the amended NDFE substantially complies 
with PRC Sections 41730, et seq., and recommends approval; and 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED  that the Board hereby approves the amended 
Nondisposal Facility Element for the Town of  Portola Valley. 

 
CERTIFICATION 

 
The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a 
resolution duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 
 
Dated:   
 
 
 
Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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AGENDA ITEM 16 
ITEM 
Consideration Of The Amended Nondisposal Facility Element For The City Of Freemont, 
Alameda County 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
The City of Fremont (City) has amended its Nondisposal Facility Element (NDFE) by 
identifying and describing the Fremont Transfer Station/Materials Recovery Facility, as a 
new facility. 

The Permits and Enforcement Division will be presenting an agenda item for the 
proposed permit for this facility in the future. 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
The Board previously approved the City's NDFE December, 1996. 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
The Board may: 
1. Approve the City's amended NDFE. 
2. Disapprove the City's amended NDFE. 

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Board staff recommends the Board adopt option 1: Approve the City's amended NDFE. 

V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 
1. Background 

The City has amended its NDFE by adding the nondisposal facility, as noted below. 
Facility type/location: The City has amended its NDFE to identify and describe the 
Fremont Transfer Station and Material Recovery Facility which is located in the City 
of Fremont at 41149 Boyce Road. The transfer station operations include accepting 
MSW collected from the Tri-Cities, consolidating it into long haul trailers and 
transporting it to the Altamont Landfill. The material recovery facility operation 
include accepting both recyclables and loads of MSW containing high percentages of 
recyclables, separating them into recyclable groupings, consolidating them for 
transport and transporting them to secondary materials processing facilities. 
Facility capacity: The facility will be permitted to handle 2,400 tons per day. The 
facility is initially expected to accept approximately 1,520 tons per day. It is expected 
to grow to a possible 2,040 tons per day by 2020. 
Anticipated diversion rate: The diversion rate, based upon seasonal high figures 
reflected in the Environmental Impact Report is estimated to be 31 percent. The City 
is contractually requiring the operator to divert 12 percent of the incoming materials. 
This 12 percent does not apply to materials presently being diverted through City 
programs such as curbside collection. Also, the operator has identified a target range 
of 15 to 30 percent for the overall diversion rate. 
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ITEM 
Consideration Of The Amended Nondisposal Facility Element For The City Of Freemont, 
Alameda County 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
The City of Fremont (City) has amended its Nondisposal Facility Element (NDFE) by 
identifying and describing the Fremont Transfer Station/Materials Recovery Facility, as a 
new facility.  
 
The Permits and Enforcement Division will be presenting an agenda item for the 
proposed permit for this facility in the future. 
 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
The Board previously approved the City's NDFE December, 1996. 
  

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
The Board may: 
1. Approve the City’s amended NDFE. 
2. Disapprove the City’s amended NDFE. 
 

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Board staff recommends the Board adopt option 1:  Approve the City’s amended NDFE. 
 

V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 
1.  Background    

The City has amended its NDFE by adding the nondisposal facility, as noted below.  
Facility type/location:   The City has amended its NDFE to identify and describe the 
Fremont Transfer Station and Material Recovery Facility which is located in the City 
of Fremont at 41149 Boyce Road.  The transfer station operations include accepting 
MSW collected from the Tri-Cities, consolidating it into long haul trailers and 
transporting it to the Altamont Landfill.  The material recovery facility operation 
include accepting both recyclables and loads of MSW containing high percentages of 
recyclables, separating them into recyclable groupings, consolidating them for 
transport and transporting them to secondary materials processing facilities. 
Facility capacity:  The facility will be permitted to handle 2,400 tons per day.  The 
facility is initially expected to accept approximately 1,520 tons per day.  It is expected 
to grow to a possible 2,040 tons per day by 2020.  
Anticipated diversion rate:  The diversion rate, based upon seasonal high figures 
reflected in the Environmental Impact Report is estimated to be 31 percent.  The City 
is contractually requiring the operator to divert 12 percent of the incoming materials.  
This 12 percent does not apply to materials presently being diverted through City 
programs such as curbside collection.  Also, the operator has identified a target range 
of 15 to 30 percent for the overall diversion rate. 
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2. 

Participating jurisdictions: The facility will be sized to handle waste and 
City. The facility will also accept source 
the Tri-Cities (primarily within the County) 

the Tri-Cities only. 

all requirements for amending a NDFE 

recyclables 

by 

to the 

item. 

findings 
be 

describes 
the 

and 

of 

from Fremont, Newark, 
separated recyclables 
self-haul waste will 

Findings 

and Union 
from outside 

be accepted from 

addressed 
noted below: 

B.  

C.  

D.  

E.  

F.  

G.  

The City has adequately 
submitting the information 

City of Fremont Yes No 
Local Task Force comments x 
3-day public notice x 
Resolution adopting amendment x 
Amendment includes required information for facility type x 

Environmental Issues 
Staff is not aware of any environmental issues related to the amended NDFE. 
Specific environmental issues would be addressed during the permitting process 
the facilities, and thus would be discussed in any associated items presented 
Board from the Permits Division. 

Program/Long Term Impacts 
Staff does not anticipate any program or long term impacts as a result of this 

Stakeholder Impacts 
Approving the City's amended NDFE will facilitate any future conformance 
made by the Board as part of the permitting process, as the facilities will then 
identified in the NDFE, as required. 

Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impact to the Board results from this item. 

Legal Issues 
This item represents the process for implementing PRC Section 41800 that 
the Board's approval process of a jurisdiction's planning elements, including 
NDFE. 

Environmental Justice 
2000 Census Data — Demographics for City of Fremont 

% White % Hispanic % Black % Native 
American 

% Asian % Pacific 
Islander 

% Other 

41.2 13.5 3.0 0.3 36.8 0.4 0.3 

2000 Census Data — Economic Data for City of Fremont 
Median annual income* Mean (average) income* % individuals below poverty level 

76,579 92,802 5.4 
* Per household 

• Environmental Justice Issues. According to 
are no environmental justice issues in this community 

the jurisdictional 
related 

representative, there 
to this item 

Page 16-2 

Board Meeting Agenda Item-16 
March 15-16, 2005  
 

Page 16-2 

Participating jurisdictions:  The facility will be sized to handle waste and recyclables 
from Fremont, Newark, and Union City.  The facility will also accept source 
separated recyclables from outside the Tri-Cities (primarily within the County) and 
self-haul waste will be accepted from the Tri-Cities only. 
 

2.  Findings
The City has adequately addressed all requirements for amending a NDFE by 
submitting the information noted below: 

 
City of Fremont Yes No 
Local Task Force comments x  
3-day public notice x  
Resolution adopting amendment x  
Amendment includes required information for facility type x  

 
B. Environmental Issues 

Staff is not aware of any environmental issues related to the amended NDFE.  
Specific environmental issues would be addressed during the permitting process of 
the facilities, and thus would be discussed in any associated items presented to the 
Board from the Permits Division. 
 

C. Program/Long Term Impacts 
Staff does not anticipate any program or long term impacts as a result of this item. 
 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Approving the City’s amended NDFE will facilitate any future conformance findings 
made by the Board as part of the permitting process, as the facilities will then be 
identified in the NDFE, as required. 
 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impact to the Board results from this item. 
 

F. Legal Issues 
This item represents the process for implementing PRC Section 41800 that describes 
the Board’s approval process of a jurisdiction’s planning elements, including the 
NDFE.   
 

G. Environmental Justice 
2000 Census Data – Demographics for City of Fremont 

% White % Hispanic % Black % Native 
American 

% Asian % Pacific 
Islander 

% Other 

41.2 13.5 3.0 0.3 36.8 0.4 0.3 
 

2000 Census Data – Economic Data for City of Fremont 
Median annual income* Mean (average) income* % individuals below poverty level 

76,579 92,802 5.4 
* Per household 

 
• Environmental Justice Issues.  According to the jurisdictional representative, there 

are no environmental justice issues in this community related to this item 
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• Efforts at Environmental Justice Outreach. To overcome language barriers, 
Fremont and the Alameda County Waste Management Authority, have an ongoing 
contract with an interpreter service. There are three designated bilingual telephone 
lines on the recycling hotline. One for Spanish, one for Cantonese, and one for 
Vietnamese. 

• Project Benefits. Updating the City's NDFE to include descriptions of new or 
modified nondisposal facilities will allow City residents to have a more complete 
picture of the nondisposal facilities the City will be using to achieve and maintain its 
diversion requirements. 

H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
This item supports Strategic Plan goal 2, objective 3 (Support local jurisdictions' 
ability to reach and maintain California's waste diversion mandates), strategy (D) 
(Assess and assist local governments' efforts to implement programs and reduce 
disposal, taking corrective action as needed) by approving the City's locally adopted 
amended NDFE. 

VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
This item does not require any Board fiscal action. 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1. Resolution Number 2005-74 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff: Eric Bissinger Phone: (916)341-6266 
B. Legal Staff: Elliot Block Phone: (916)341-6080 
C. Administration Staff: N/A Phone: N/A 

IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION 
A. Support 

City of Fremont 
B. Opposition 

Staff had not received any written opposition at the time this item was submitted for 
publication. 
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• Efforts at Environmental Justice Outreach.  To overcome language barriers, 
Fremont and the Alameda County Waste Management Authority, have an ongoing 
contract with an interpreter service.  There are three designated bilingual telephone 
lines on the recycling hotline.  One for Spanish, one for Cantonese, and one for 
Vietnamese. 

• Project Benefits.  Updating the City’s NDFE to include descriptions of new or 
modified nondisposal facilities will allow City residents to have a more complete 
picture of the nondisposal facilities the City will be using to achieve and maintain its 
diversion requirements. 
 

H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
This item supports Strategic Plan goal 2, objective 3 (Support local jurisdictions’ 
ability to reach and maintain California’s waste diversion mandates), strategy (D) 
(Assess and assist local governments’ efforts to implement programs and reduce 
disposal, taking corrective action as needed) by approving the City’s locally adopted 
amended NDFE. 
 

VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
This item does not require any Board fiscal action.  
 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1. Resolution Number 2005-74 
 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff:  Eric Bissinger Phone:  (916)341-6266 
B. Legal Staff:  Elliot Block Phone:  (916)341-6080 
C. Administration Staff:  N/A Phone:  N/A 

 
IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION  

A. Support 
City of Fremont 

B. Opposition 
Staff had not received any written opposition at the time this item was submitted for 
publication. 



Board Meeting Agenda Item 16 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 1 

CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-74 

Consideration Of The Amended Nondisposal Facility Element For The City Of Fremont, 
Alameda County 

WHEREAS, Public Resources Code (PRC) Sections 40900 et seq., describe the requirements 
to be met by Cities and Counties when developing and implementing integrated waste 
management plans; and 

WHEREAS, PRC Sections 41730 et seq. require that each City and County prepare and adopt a 
Nondisposal Facility Element (NDFE) which includes a description of existing and new solid 
waste facilities, and the expansion of existing solid waste facilities, which will be needed to 
implement a jurisdiction's Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE), to enable it to meet 
the requirements of PRC Section 41780; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Fremont has amended its Board-approved NDFE to reflect additions to 
the described facilities and has submitted the amended NDFE to the Board; and 

WHEREAS, based on review of the amended NDFE, Board staff found that all of the 
foregoing requirements have been satisfied and that the amended NDFE substantially complies 
with PRC Sections 41730, et seq., and recommends approval; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby approves the amended 
Nondisposal Facility Element for the City of Fremont. 

CERTIFICATION 
The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a 
resolution duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 

Dated: 

Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-74 

Consideration Of The Amended Nondisposal Facility Element For The City Of  Fremont, 
Alameda County 
 
WHEREAS, Public Resources Code (PRC) Sections 40900 et seq., describe the requirements 
to be met by Cities and Counties when developing and implementing integrated waste 
management plans; and 
 
WHEREAS, PRC Sections 41730 et seq. require that each City and County prepare and adopt a 
Nondisposal Facility Element (NDFE) which includes a description of existing and new solid 
waste facilities, and the expansion of existing solid waste facilities, which will be needed to 
implement a jurisdiction's Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE), to enable it to meet 
the requirements of PRC Section 41780; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Fremont has amended its Board-approved NDFE to reflect additions to 
the described facilities and has submitted the amended NDFE to the Board; and 
 
WHEREAS, based on review of the amended NDFE, Board staff found that all of the 
foregoing requirements have been satisfied and that the amended NDFE substantially complies 
with PRC Sections 41730, et seq., and recommends approval; and 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED  that the Board hereby approves the amended 
Nondisposal Facility Element for the City of Fremont. 

 
CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a 
resolution duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 
 
Dated: 
 
 
 
Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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AGENDA ITEM 17 
ITEM 
Consideration Of The Five-Year Review Report Of The Countywide Integrated Waste 
Management Plan For the County of Alameda 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
The County of Alameda (County) completed the five-year review of its Countywide 
Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP) required under Public Resources Code 
(PRC) Sections 41770 and 41822, and submitted its fmdings to the Board in a Five-Year 
CIWMP Review Report (Report). The County's Report concludes that a complete 
revision to the CIWMP was not necessary at the time of review. California Integrated 
Waste Management Board (Board) staff conducted a review of this report and concurs 
with the County that a complete revision is not necessary at this time. 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
No previous Board action has been taken on this item. 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
1. Approve the County's Five-Year CIWMP Review Report findings that a revision is 

not necessary. 
2. Disapprove the County's Five-Year CIWMP Review Report findings and identify 

necessary revisions. 

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Board staff recommends (Option 1); approve the County's Five-Year CIWMP Review 
Report findings that a revision is not necessary. 

V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 

Board staff has 90 days to review this document and bring it before the Board for 
approval or disapproval. The Report was delivered to the Board on August 2003. The 
County has been made aware that the item will be heard at the Board's March 15-16, 
2005 Meeting, which falls over the initial 90 day due date (statute and regulations do not 
provide for automatic approval if the deadline is missed). 

1. Background 
Existing law (PRC Section 41770) states that "each countywide or regional 
agency integrated waste management plan, and the elements thereof, shall be 
reviewed, revised, if necessary, and submitted to the Board every five years in 
accordance with the schedule set forth under Chapter 7 (commencing with 
Section 41800)." The requirements of this review are further articulated in Title 
14 of the California Code of Regulations (14 CCR), Section 18788, that is, 

When preparing the CIWMP or RAIWMP Review Report the county or 
regional agency shall address at least the following: 
"(A) changes in demographics in the county or regional agency; 
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ITEM 
Consideration Of The Five-Year Review Report Of The Countywide Integrated Waste 
Management Plan For the County of Alameda 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
The County of Alameda (County) completed the five-year review of its Countywide 
Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP) required under Public Resources Code 
(PRC) Sections 41770 and 41822, and submitted its findings to the Board in a Five-Year 
CIWMP Review Report (Report). The County’s Report concludes that a complete 
revision to the CIWMP was not necessary at the time of review.  California Integrated 
Waste Management Board (Board) staff conducted a review of this report and concurs 
with the County that a complete revision is not necessary at this time.  
  

II. ITEM HISTORY 
No previous Board action has been taken on this item. 
 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
1. Approve the County’s Five-Year CIWMP Review Report findings that a revision is 

not necessary.  
2. Disapprove the County’s Five-Year CIWMP Review Report findings and identify 

necessary revisions. 
 

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Board staff recommends (Option 1); approve the County’s Five-Year CIWMP Review 
Report findings that a revision is not necessary.

V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 

Board staff has 90 days to review this document and bring it before the Board for 
approval or disapproval.  The Report was delivered to the Board on August 2003.  The 
County has been made aware that the item will be heard at the Board’s March 15-16, 
2005 Meeting, which falls over the initial 90 day due date (statute and regulations do not 
provide for automatic approval if the deadline is missed). 
 
1.  Background

Existing law (PRC Section 41770) states that “each countywide or regional 
agency integrated waste management plan, and the elements thereof, shall be 
reviewed, revised, if necessary, and submitted to the Board every five years in 
accordance with the schedule set forth under Chapter 7 (commencing with 
Section 41800).”  The requirements of this review are further articulated in Title 
14 of the California Code of Regulations (14 CCR), Section 18788, that is, 

 
When preparing the CIWMP or RAIWMP Review Report the county or 
regional agency shall address at least the following: 
“(A) changes in demographics in the county or regional agency;  
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(B) changes in quantities of waste within the county or regional agency; 
(C) changes in funding sources for administration of the Siting Element 

and Summary Plan; 
(D) changes in administrative responsibilities; 
(E) programs that were scheduled to be implemented but were not, a 

statement as to why they were not implemented, the progress of 
programs that were implemented, a statement as to whether programs 
are meeting their goals, and if not what contingency measures are 
being enacted to ensure compliance with Public Resources Code 
section 41751; 

(F) changes in permitted disposal capacity, and quantities of waste 
disposed of in the county or regional agency; 

(G) changes in available markets for recyclable materials; and 
(H) changes in the implementation schedule." 

All of the above listed items were adequately addressed in the County's Report. 
For additional information on these items, please see the County's 5-Year 
CIWMP Review Report (Attachment 1). 

2. Basis for staff's analysis 
Staffs analysis is based upon the information below. 
Alameda County is located on the east side of the San Francisco Bay. The 
County is composed of 14 cities and two sanitary districts. While the majority of 
the County's land is in the unincorporated area, the majority of the population 
resides in the incorporated areas. The County has a varied geography and a 
diverse combination of land types and forms including salt water marshes along 
the bay to moderately high uplands. The County is bounded on the North by 
Contra Costa County, on the South by Santa Clara County, on the east by San 
Joaquin County and on the west by the San Francisco Bay. 

Demographics: The County has experienced a 13 percent growth in population 
between 1990 and 2000, countywide. The population change in individual 
jurisdictions has ranged from 0 percent to 29 percent. On a countywide level, 
employment increased 11 percent from 1990 to 2000. The dollar value of taxable 
sales transactions increased 81 percent. 

The County has experienced significant job and population growth which has 
resulted in increased waste generation. The East Bay has been the fastest 
growing sub-region in the Bay Area since the mid-1980s. Alameda and Contra 
Costa counties have more space for growth than Santa Clara and San Francisco 
Counties, which makes the East Bay the likely location for much of the future 
Bay Area population growth. The unemployment rate in the East Bay in 1999 
was only 3.3%. The East Bay has become an important high tech region, with 
Oakland, Pleasanton and Fremont becoming high tech centers. Jurisdictions that 
have experienced large increases in specific demographics have responded with 
programs, technical assistance, and new generation studies. In each case, the 
appropriate documents have been updated (e.g., program implementation data 
were updated in the Annual Reports). Also, the changing demographic profile for 
the County is accounted for through the adjustment methodology used to calculate 
each individual jurisdiction's diversion rate. 
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Joaquin County and on the west by the San Francisco Bay. 
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appropriate documents have been updated (e.g., program implementation data 
were updated in the Annual Reports). Also, the changing demographic profile for 
the County is accounted for through the adjustment methodology used to calculate 
each individual jurisdiction’s diversion rate.   
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Waste Disposal: Each jurisdiction is making progress in implementing their 
SRRE selected programs and achieving the diversion requirements. Specifically, 
all jurisdictions save one have Board-approved 1999/2000 Biennial Reviews. The 
City of Pleasanton is on a Time Extension, and the City is working with OLA 
staff to implement the Plan of Correction. 

Countywide waste disposal has increased by approximately 8 percent between 
1995 and 1999. The fact that this increase is so small, despite significant 
economic growth during this period, indicates that diversion programs are 
effectively reducing waste. 

Funding Sources: No changes have occurred in the basic funding sources for the 
administration of the CIWMP. Measure D, facility fees and household hazardous 
waste fees are still the source of funds for CIWMP program development, 
implementation, and monitoring. Jurisdictions use a variety of funding 
mechanisms including general fund money, enterprise funds, franchise fees and 
Measure D pass-through revenues to fund their local recycling programs. The 
Agency has seen increasing amounts of waste being exported out-of-county which 
may be an effort to avoid fees. 

The County reports that funding has been adequately documented. Upon review 
of the data in the County's report and its Annual Reports, staff agrees with the 
County's assessment. 

Administrative Responsibilities: No changes have occurred in the administration 
of the CIWMP. The Alameda County Waste Management Authority continues to 
be the entity responsible for implementing and updating this document. The cities 
maintain responsibility for implementing local AB 939 plans and waste 
management programs. 

Program Implementation: The Board receives updates on program implementation 
under cover of the Annual Reports. Specifically, PARIS includes updates regarding 
programs not implemented, including the reason, alternative programs, planned 
programs, etc. Nearly all programs selected in the CIWMP have been implemented 
and expanded, as well as several alternative programs. Office of Local Assistance 
staff have visited the jurisdictions and verified program implementation. The goals 
and objectives the County included in the submitted review report and original 
CIWMP continues to form the basis of the County's program planning. 

The County has exceeded many of its program goals and has developed many 
innovative programs. The Agency is currently undertaking three major planning 
studies to better understand waste generation by material type and generator. 
These studies are a waste characterization study (also conducted in 1990 and 
1995), a weight based disposal study and a waste prevention study. Results are 
expected in the fall. The data from the 2001 studies will help the Agency see trends 
in disposal by material type and generator. This information will be used to help 
refine existing programs and initiate new ones to meet the County's 75 percent 
diversion goal. The information from these studies will also help member 
jurisdictions refine existing projects and initiate future ones to maximize diversion. 
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Waste Disposal:  Each jurisdiction is making progress in implementing their 
SRRE selected programs and achieving the diversion requirements.  Specifically, 
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of the data in the County’s report and its Annual Reports, staff agrees with the 
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Administrative Responsibilities: No changes have occurred in the administration 
of the CIWMP. The Alameda County Waste Management Authority continues to 
be the entity responsible for implementing and updating this document.  The cities 
maintain responsibility for implementing local AB 939 plans and waste 
management programs. 
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under cover of the Annual Reports.  Specifically, PARIS includes updates regarding 
programs not implemented, including the reason, alternative programs, planned 
programs, etc.  Nearly all programs selected in the CIWMP have been implemented 
and expanded, as well as several alternative programs. Office of Local Assistance 
staff have visited the jurisdictions and verified program implementation. The goals 
and objectives the County included in the submitted review report and original 
CIWMP continues to form the basis of the County’s program planning.  
 
The County has exceeded many of its program goals and has developed many 
innovative programs.  The Agency is currently undertaking three major planning 
studies to better understand waste generation by material type and generator.  
These studies are a waste characterization study (also conducted in 1990 and 
1995), a weight based disposal study and a waste prevention study.  Results are 
expected in the fall. The data from the 2001 studies will help the Agency see trends 
in disposal by material type and generator. This information will be used to help 
refine existing programs and initiate new ones to meet the County’s 75 percent 
diversion goal. The information from these studies will also help member 
jurisdictions refine existing projects and initiate future ones to maximize diversion. 
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Disposal Capacity: Waste Management of Alameda County received an expansion 
permit for 40 million tons for the Altamont landfill from the Alameda County Board 
of Supervisors on March 9, 2000. The Use permit now allow for 1,600,000 tons per 
year and for a 250 acre expanded footprint. As of the end of 2000, Altamont landfill 
had 24 years of remaining capacity. Vasco Road Sanitary landfill was purchased by 
Republic Inc. this year. They are not proposing any landfill expansion and have 15 
years of remaining capacity. The Tri-cities landfill in Fremont has two years of 
remaining capacity. The City of Fremont is pursuing development of a transfer 
station to handle its waste. Countywide, as of the end of 2000, there are 31 years of 
remaining landfill capacity. In 2000, 2,260,339 tons of waste were disposed of in 
Alameda County (includes out-of-county tonnage) with 1,426,626 tons of that 
coming from Alameda County jurisdictions (these jurisdictions disposed of an 
additional 247,338 tons out-of-county). Waste from Alameda County jurisdictions 
has been increasingly exported to out-of-county landfills where fees are lower. The 
Authority's Integrated Waste Management Facility continues to serve as 
contingency landfill space in the event that it is needed. 

Markets For Recyclables: Markets for recovered recyclable materials have been 
available. Though market prices fluctuate regularly, outlets continue to be 
available for most of the materials collected through curbside and commercial 
recycling programs. Additionally, the trend has been toward more residential and 
commercial commingled recycling programs as this adds ease and convenience 
for the user. To date, mixed paper has been successfully marketed. The Agency 
includes a focus on market development assistance in one or more annually 
budgeted projects. Objectives under this project include finding markets for hard-
to-recycle materials such as plastic film, electronics, mattresses and miscellaneous 
types of plastic. The Berkeley/Oakland RMDZ has been successful in attracting 
and retaining businesses using recycled content materials. 

The County determined that any such changes to markets do not warrant a revision to 
any of the planning documents. Upon review of the County's Report and the Annual 
Reports for the County, Board staff concurs with this determination. 

Implementation Schedule: Changes in jurisdiction's implementation schedules 
have occurred but have not significantly affected the ability of the County and 
cities to meet planned diversion levels. These changes have been updated 
accordingly in status updates of program implementation in their respective 
Annual Reports. Staff concurs with county's findings. 

Other Changes: The following are other notable changes since the Board 
approved the CIWMP: 
1. There has been Board approval of new base years for the Cities of Livermore 

and Dublin. 
2. Board approval of an amendment to the City of Fremont's NDFE is on 

today's agenda. 
3. The Alameda County Waste Management Authority approved updating the 

Alameda CIWMP on May 24, 2000. The updated version of the CIWMP has 
been received and reviewed by OLA staff. OLA staff will refer to the updated 
CIWMP when considering countywide planning and compliance 
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for the user.  To date, mixed paper has been successfully marketed.  The Agency 
includes a focus on market development assistance in one or more annually 
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any of the planning documents.  Upon review of the County’s Report and the Annual 
Reports for the County, Board staff concurs with this determination. 
 
Implementation Schedule:  Changes in jurisdiction’s implementation schedules 
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Annual Reports: Title 14, CCR Sections 18794.3 and 18794.4 require 
jurisdictions to address in their Annual Reports the adequacy of, or the need to 
revise, the Solid Waste Generation Study or any other component of the Source 
Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE), Household Hazardous Waste 
Element, and Nondisposal Facility Element, and for the county or regional agency 
to address the adequacy of, or the need to revise, the Countywide Siting Element 
or Summary Plan. PRC Section 41821 (d) provides that the Board shall use the 
Annual Report in its determination of whether a jurisdiction's SRRE needs to be 
revised. Additionally, Title 14, CCR Section 18794 states the Annual Report will 
serve as a basis for determining if any of the planning documents need to be 
revised to reflect new or changed local and regional solid waste management 
programs, facilities, and other conditions. 

Upon review of the Annual Report data for the County regarding the adequacy of 
the planning documents, Board staff did not find information to support the need 
to revise any of the elements of the County's CIWMP. 

The County's Report summarizes the review by stating: "The overall framework of 
the CIWMP is still applicable. However, the goals, objectives, policies, waste 
management infrastructure, waste management programs and disposal capacity 
information all need to be updated." Subsequently, the County submitted an 
updated version of the CIWMP to meet these needs. The updated CIWMP includes 
a countywide waste diversion goal of 75% by 2010. Board staff will refer to the 
updated CIWMP when considering countywide planning and compliance. 

3. Findings 
The County and the LTF have determined that the needed revisions to the CIWMP 
can be accomplished through annual reports and the updated CIWMP document. 
Board staff conducted a review of the County's Five-Year Review Report and the 
applicable Annual Reports, and concurs with the County's fmdings. 

B. Environmental Issues 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any environmental issues related 
to this item. 

C. Program/Long Term Impacts 
Not applicable to this item. 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Not applicable to this item. 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impact to the Board results from this item. 

F. Legal Issues 
As discussed above, this item represents the process for reviewing and revising, if 
necessary, the countywide integrated waste management plan, and the elements 
thereof, as required by PRC Section 41770. It also represents the process for the 
Board to review and either approve or disapprove the findings of the local 
countywide review. 
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Annual Reports:  Title 14, CCR Sections 18794.3 and 18794.4 require 
jurisdictions to address in their Annual Reports the adequacy of, or the need to 
revise, the Solid Waste Generation Study or any other component of the Source 
Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE), Household Hazardous Waste 
Element, and Nondisposal Facility Element, and for the county or regional agency 
to address the adequacy of, or the need to revise, the Countywide Siting Element 
or Summary Plan.  PRC Section 41821 (d) provides that the Board shall use the 
Annual Report in its determination of whether a jurisdiction's SRRE needs to be 
revised.  Additionally, Title 14, CCR Section 18794 states the Annual Report will 
serve as a basis for determining if any of the planning documents need to be 
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programs, facilities, and other conditions.   
 
Upon review of the Annual Report data for the County regarding the adequacy of 
the planning documents, Board staff did not find information to support the need 
to revise any of the elements of the County’s CIWMP.   
 
The County’s Report summarizes the review by stating:  “The overall framework of 
the CIWMP is still applicable.  However, the goals, objectives, policies, waste 
management infrastructure, waste management programs and disposal capacity 
information all need to be updated.”  Subsequently, the County submitted an 
updated version of the CIWMP to meet these needs.  The updated CIWMP includes 
a countywide waste diversion goal of 75% by 2010.  Board staff will refer to the 
updated CIWMP when considering countywide planning and compliance.   
 

3.  Findings 
The County and the LTF have determined that the needed revisions to the CIWMP 
can be accomplished through annual reports and the updated CIWMP document.  
Board staff conducted a review of the County’s Five-Year Review Report and the 
applicable Annual Reports, and concurs with the County’s findings. 
 

B. Environmental Issues 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any environmental issues related 
to this item. 
 

C. Program/Long Term Impacts 
Not applicable to this item. 
 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Not applicable to this item. 
 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impact to the Board results from this item. 
 

F. Legal Issues 
As discussed above, this item represents the process for reviewing and revising, if 
necessary, the countywide  integrated waste management plan, and the elements 
thereof, as required by PRC Section 41770.  It also represents the process for the 
Board to review and either approve or disapprove the findings of the local 
countywide review. 
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G. Environmental Justice 

VI. 

IX. 

2000 Census Data — Demographics for County of Alameda 
% White % Hispanic % Black % Native 

American 
% Asian % Pacific 

Islander 
% Other 

52.2 21.0 8.4 0.4 13.1 0.6 0.3 

2000 Census Data — Economic Data for County of Alameda 
Median annual income * Mean (average) income* % Individuals below poverty level 

55,946 72,629 11.0 

VII.  

VIII.  

*Per Household 

• Environmental Justice Issues. According 
are no environmental justice issues in this community 

• Efforts at Environmental Justice Outreach. 
Alameda County has an ongoing contract with 
designated bilingual telephone lines on the recycling 
for Cantonese, and one for Vietnamese. The 
supported outreach efforts in low income communities 
with respect to recycling programs. 

• Project Benefits. There is no project related 

H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
This item supports Strategic Plan goal 2, objective 
ability to reach and maintain California's waste 
(Assess and assist local governments' efforts 
disposal, taking corrective action as needed), 
of the continued relevancy of its planning elements. 

FUNDING INFORMATION 
This item does not require any Board fiscal action. 

ATTACHMENTS 
1. Five-year CIWMP Review Report for Alameda 
2. Resolution Number 2005-75 

STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff: Eric Bissinger 
B. Legal Staff: Elliot Block 
C. Administration Staff: NA 

WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION 
A. Support 

1. County of Alameda 
2. Alameda County Waste Management Authority 

B. Opposition 
No known opposition. 

to the jurisdictional 
related to this item 

language 
service. 
One for 

-profits program 
and underserved 

mandates), 
programs 
the County's 

Phone: (916) 
Phone: (916) 
Phone: 

hotline. 

3 (Support 

representative, there 

barriers 
There are three 
Spanish, one 

has 
communities 

To overcome 
an interpreter 

grants to non 

to this item. 

diversion 
to implement 
by evaluating 

local jurisdictions' 
strategy D 
and reduce 

assessment 

341 - 6266 
341 - 6080 

NA 
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G. Environmental Justice 
 

2000 Census Data – Demographics for County of Alameda 
% White % Hispanic % Black % Native 

American 
% Asian % Pacific 

Islander 
% Other 

52.2 21.0 8.4 0.4 13.1 0.6 0.3 
 

2000 Census Data – Economic Data for County of Alameda  
Median annual income * Mean (average) income* % Individuals below poverty level 

55,946 72,629 11.0 
*Per Household 

 
• Environmental Justice Issues.  According to the jurisdictional representative, there 

are no environmental justice issues in this community related to this item 
• Efforts at Environmental Justice Outreach.  To overcome language barriers 

Alameda County has an ongoing contract with an interpreter service.  There are three 
designated bilingual telephone lines on the recycling hotline.  One for Spanish, one 
for Cantonese, and one for Vietnamese.  The grants to non-profits program has 
supported outreach efforts in low income communities and underserved communities 
with respect to recycling programs. 

• Project Benefits.  There is no project related to this item. 
 

H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
This item supports Strategic Plan goal 2, objective 3 (Support local jurisdictions’ 
ability to reach and maintain California’s waste diversion mandates), strategy D 
(Assess and assist local governments’ efforts to implement programs and reduce 
disposal, taking corrective action as needed), by evaluating the County’s assessment 
of the continued relevancy of its planning elements. 
 

VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
This item does not require any Board fiscal action. 
 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1. Five-year CIWMP Review Report for Alameda 
2. Resolution Number 2005-75 
 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff:  Eric Bissinger Phone:  (916) 341 - 6266 
B. Legal Staff:  Elliot Block Phone:  (916) 341 - 6080 
C. Administration Staff:  NA Phone:  NA 

 
IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION  

A. Support 
1. County of Alameda 
2. Alameda County Waste Management Authority 

B. Opposition 
No known opposition. 



Board Meeting Agenda Item 17 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 1 

FIVE YEAR CoIWMP REVIEW REPORT 

for 

ALAMEDA COUNTY 

Prepared by the 

ALAMEDA COUNTY WASTE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY 

January, 2002 

Board Meeting  Agenda Item 17 
March 15-16, 2005  Attachment 1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

FIVE YEAR CoIWMP REVIEW REPORT 
 

for 
 

ALAMEDA COUNTY 
 

Prepared by the  
 

ALAMEDA COUNTY WASTE MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY 
 
 

January, 2002 



Board Meeting Agenda Item 17 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (Assembly Bill 939) requires 
cities and counties in California to reduce the amount of solid waste disposed in landfills and 
transformed by 25% by 1995 and by 50% by the year 2000 through source reduction, recycling, 
and composting activities. Transformation may be used to reduce the wastes sent to landfills by 
no more than 10% in the year 2000. The CoIWMP is the guiding document for attaining these 
goals. 

Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 41822 requires each city and county to review its 
source reduction and recycling element (SRRE) or the CoIWMP at least once every five years to: 

(1) correct any deficiencies in the element or plan; 
(2) comply with the source reduction and recycling requirements established under 

PRC Section 41780; and 
(3) revise the documents, as necessary. 

The CIWMB requires the LTF to complete a review of the CoIWMP to assure that the 
County's waste management practices remain consistent with the hierarchy of waste 
management practices defined in PRC Section 40051 prior to the fifth anniversary of board 
approval of the CoIWMP. 

The hierarchy stated in PRC 40051 is: 

(1) source reduction; 
(2) recycling and composting; 
(3) environmentally safe transformation and environmentally safe land disposal. 

The process identified in CCR 18788 is summarized as follows: 

0 prior to the 5th anniversary, the LTF shall submit written comments on areas of 
the CoIWMP which require revision to the county and the CIWMB; 
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0 within 45 days of receipt of comments, the county shall determine if a revision is 
necessary and notify the LTF and the CIWMB of its findings in a CoIWMP 
Review Report; and 

0 within 90 days of receipt of the CoIWMP Review Report, the CIWMB shall 
review the county's findings and, at a public hearing, approve or disapprove the 
county's findings. 

CCR 18788 also identifies the minimum issues which are to be addressed in the 
CoIWMP Review Report. They are: 

(A) changes in demographics in the county; 
(B) changes in quantities of the waste within the county; 
(C) Changes in funding sources for administration of the countywide siting element 

and summary plan; 
(D) changes in administrative responsibilities; 
(E) program implementation status; 
(F) changes in permitted disposal capacity and quantities of waste disposed of in the 

county; 
(G) changes in available markets for recyclable materials; and 
(H) changes in the implementation schedule. 

BACKGROUND 

The Alameda County CoIWMP consists of these "elements" required by law: 

A Source Reduction and Recycling Element (SRRE) for each city and unincorporated 
area that details local waste reduction programs; 

A Household Hazardous Waste Element (HHWE) for each city and unincorporated area 
that details local programs to reduce this waste. 

A Non-disposal Facility Element (NDFE) for each city and unincorporated area that 
locates and describes certain waste diversion facilities. 

A Countywide Integration Summary Plan that describes countywide programs and recaps 
the local SRREs, HHWEs and NDFEs; and 

A Countywide Siting Element that describes landfill disposal needs and programs. 
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For the Alameda County CoIWMP, the Summary Plan and Siting Element are combined 
and referred to collectively as the "Countywide Element." 

The CoIWMP was approved by the CIWMB on March 24, 1998. Thus, the anniversary 
date for the first five year CoIWMP review is March 24, 2003. 

The County and each city's diversion goal is 50% for the goal year (2000). 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of this CoIWMP Review Report is twofold: (1) to document the compliance of 
Alameda County and the cities with PRC 41822 and CCR 18788; and (2) to determine areas of 
the CoIWMP that need revision to make the document an accurate on-going diversion plan and 
reference document. 

LOCAL TASK FORCE REVIEW 

The Alameda County Waste Management Authority Local Task Force meets quarterly. At the 
April, 2001 meeting, the five year CoIWMP review was agendized and discussed. The LTF 
requested that Authority staff prepare a draft review plan for their review and report back to the 
Task Force at its next meeting. 

At the November 13, 2001 meeting, the LTF authorized the preparation of a letter to the CIWMB 
transmitting its written comments. A copy of the letter is attached. 

SECTION 18788 (3) (A) THROUGH (H) ISSUES 

OVERVIEW 

Agency staff reviewed the CoIWMP and found that the documents need to be formally updated 
to serve as an appropriate guide for implementing and monitoring compliance with AB 939. 

The goals, objectives, and policies in the elements need to be reviewed and evaluated for their 
appropriateness. Additionally, updates are needed to the waste management system and the 
waste management programs sections. Policies need to be reconsidered such as the requirement 
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for 50 years of permitted landfill capacity in Alameda County and the requirement that waste 
collected for disposal by franchise haulers be hauled no more than 15 miles to a landfill, unless 
the waste is delivered in solid waste transfer vehicles. 

The selected programs for each component were reviewed. Most programs are being 
implemented with some modifications needed. Although there have been some changes in local 
program implementation, schedules, costs, and results, these changes are for the most part 
reflected in the jurisdiction's annual reports. The annual reports and the Planning Annual Report 
Information System (PARIS) for the County and each city are up to date. 

The diversion performance for Alameda County jurisdictions are identified in Table 5-1. 
Measure D, an Alameda County voter approved initiative, mandates a 75 percent diversion rate. 
The Agency established the year 2010 as the target date to achieve the 75 percent goal. With 10 
of the 17 jurisdictions having exceeded the 50 percent diversion goal, many are working toward 
the 75 percent goal. 
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Table 5-1 
Diversion Rate Trends (1990-1999) 
for Alameda County Jurisdictions 

Diversion rates calculated using the California Integrated Waste Management 
methodology adjusting for population and economic growth 

Board 

ALAMEDA COUNTY JURISDICTIONS' DIVERSION RATES 

1990 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 

Unincorp Alameda Co 24 43 46 
Castro Valley San Dist 53 54 57 
Oro Loma San Dist 68 63 70 

Alameda County Area 10 56 51 59 58 63 

Alameda 15 48 51 56 59 64 
Albany 20 42 52 61 60 56 
Berkeley 18 41 41 41 42 50 
Dublin 12 26 37 43 31 34 
Emeryville 10 51 61 49 41 50 
Fremont 19 49 54 50 47 60 
Hayward 9 41 39 44 45 46 
Livermore 4 26 25 45 37 38 
Newark 15 27 34 49 50 48 
Oakland 11 27 34 39 40 42 
Piedmont 25 47 47 50 52 60 
Pleasanton 15 28 35 47 50 43 
San Leandro 10 34 37 45 46 43 
Union City 11 49 53 62 61 63 

1990 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 
TOTAL 14 37 42 47 46 49 

*1995 entries modified 6/1/01 per CIWMB accepted 1995 numbers 
*1996 entries modified 6/1/01 per CIWMB accepted 1996 numbers 
*1997 entries modified 2/16/01 per CIWMB accepted 1997 numbers 
*1998 entries modified 2/16/01 per CIWMB accepted 1998 numbers 
*1999 entries per jurisdiction annual report submitted to the CIWMB 
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DEMOGRAPHICS (describe changes in demographics in the County) 

The County has experienced significant job and population growth which has resulted in 
increased waste generation. The East Bay has been the fastest growing sub-region in the Bay 
Area since the mid-1980s. Alameda and Contra Costa counties have more space for growth than 
Santa Clara and San Francisco Counties, which makes the East Bay the likely location for much 
of the future Bay Area population growth! The unemployment rate in the East Bay in 1999 was 
only 3.3%. The East Bay has become an important high tech region, with Oakland, Pleasanton 
and Fremont becoming high tech centers. Table 5-2 shows changes from 1990 to 1999 in 
taxable sales, population and emoployment. 

QUANTITIES OF WASTE (describe changes in quantities of waste) 

Countywide waste disposal has increased by approximately 8 percent between 1995 and 1999. 
The fact that this increase is so small, despite significant economic growth during this period, 
indicates that diversion programs are effectively reducing waste. The Countywide diversion rate 
has gone from 33 percent in 1995 to 49 percent in 1999, with most jurisdictions having 
experienced significant growth in their diversion rates (and diversion programs) during this time. 
Cities that host a transfer station or landfill (San Leandro, Livermore) are having a harder time 
reaching the 50 percent goal as they may have the problem of inaccurately attributed self-hauled 
waste. Additionally, jurisdictions with a larger commercial sector tend to have greater difficulty 
achieving the higher diversion rates (such as Oakland and Emeryville) despite significant 
diversion program implementation. Table 5-3 provides the annual waste disposal rates for 
Alameda County jurisdictions. 

1  Source: East Bay Indicators 2000, a report prepared by Munroe Consulting, Inc. for Economic Development 
Alliance for Business. 
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Table 5-2 
Alameda County Demographic Changes 

1990 2000 Percent 1990 2000 Percent 1990 2000 Percent 

Jurisdiction Population Population' Change Taxable Sales Taxable Sales2  Change Employment Employment3  Change 

(in thousands) (in thousands) 
Alameda 76,459 72,259 5% $394,478 $612,608 55% 36,640 40,670 11% 

Albany 16,327 16,444 1% $109,591 $116,389 6% 8,850 9,820 11% 

Berkeley 102,724 102,743 0% $934,723 $1,359,434 45% 57,750 64,100 11% 

Dublin 23,229 29,973 29% $507,351 $1,112,749 119% 11,280 12,520 11% 

Emeryville 5,740 6,882 20% $287,663 $690,642 140% 13,840 3,970 71% 

Fremont 173,339 203,413 17% $1,397,946 $2,847,001 104% 57,617 110,210 91% 

Hayward 111,498 140,030 26% $1,893,817 $3,001,231 58% 76,440 63,520 17% 

Livermore 56,741 73,345 29% $365,248 $1,393,954 282% 32,250 35,800 11% 

Newark 37,861 42,471 12% $545,992 $1,104,739 102% 21,190 23,520 11% 

Oakland 372,242 399,484 7% $2,447,917 $3,453,695 41% 167,590 186,030 11% 

Piedmont 10,602 10,952 3% $14,708 $16,987 15% 5,410 6,000 11% 

Pleasanton 50,553 63,654 26% $774,791 $1,882,980 143% 27,686 34,300 24% 

San Leandro 68,223 79,452 16% $1,228,433 $1,892,169 54% 34,960 38,800 11% 

Union City 53,762 66,869 24% $319,914 $646,205 102% 28,620 31,770 11% 

Countywide 1,276,702a  1,438,516a  13% $13,093,613a  $23,763,516a  81% 655,800 728,000 11% 
Total 

1  California Department of Finance 
2  California State Board of Equalization 
3 Employment Development Department 
a  Includes unincorporated county numbers 
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Table 5-3 
Waste Disposal Tonnages for Alameda County Jurisdictions 

1990 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

Unincorp Alameda Co 14,937 18,131 18,288 13,626 10,239 9,974 13,363 
Castro Valley San Dist 55,475 31,626 32,911 32,800 32,979 31,542 30,936 
Oro Loma San Dist 98,178 39,194 37,833 37,711 44,952 37,476 36,891 

Alameda County Area 168,590 83,833 89,111 84,137 88,169 78,992 81,190 

Alameda 96,383 59,671 55,931 55,487 54,746 47,667 49,391 
Albany 18,483 11,909 10,153 9,693 10,403 11,642 10,779 
Berkeley 155,358 109,658 109,196 122,320 123,677 109,506 139,538 
Dublin 41,707 35,895 30,504 29,859 36,969 39,510 35,811 
Emeryville 26,816 14,738 14,593 17,655 20,348 20,454 37,438 
Fremont 221,000 185,576 190,035 201,165 212,762 198,012 205,246 
Hayward 215,837 144,208 153,161 161,257 155,351 167,949 180,363 
Livermore 80,621 86,205 95,385 97,278 118,087 127,749 126,264 
Newark 58,298 51,999 48,007 48,602 50,131 54,846 52,632 
Oakland 583,298 488,676 417,355 438,827 442,883 437,647 422,484 
Piedmont 9,486 6,664 7,063 6,960 6,787 5,802 5,761 
Pleasanton 105,692 98,534 105,686 113,294 117,177 129,626 126,344 
San Leandro 140,782 98,188 93,153 117,614 117,907 128,182 143,694 
Union City 136,488 66,762 65,508 52,860 53,515 55,895 57,029 

1990 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
TOTAL 2,058,839 1,542,516 1,484,841 1,557,008 1,608,912 1,613,479 1,673,964 

*1995 entries modified 6/1/01 per CIWMB accepted 1995 numbers 
*1996 entries modified 6/1/01 per CIWMB accepted 1996 numbers 
*1997 entries modified 2/16/01 per CIWMB accepted 1997 numbers 
*1998 entries modified 6/1/01 per CIWMB accepted 1998 numbers 
*1999 entries per jurisdiction annual report submitted to the CIWMB 
*2000 entries per facility reported tonnages to ACWMA 
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FUNDING SOURCES (address changes in funding sources for administration of the 
Siting Element and Summary Plan) 

No changes have occurred in the basic funding sources for the administration of the 
CoIWMP. Measure D, facility fees and household hazardous waste fees are still the 
source of funds for CoIWMP program development, implementation, and monitoring. 
Jurisdictions use a variety of funding mechanisms including general fund money, 
enterprise funds, franchise fees and Measure D pass-through revenues to fund their local 
recycling programs. The Agency has seen increasing amounts of waste being exported 
out-of-county which may be an effort to avoid fees. 

ADMINISTRATIVE RESPONSIBILITIES (address changes in administrative 
responsibilities) 

No changes have occurred in the administration of the CoIWMP. The Alameda County 
Waste Management Authority continues to be the entity responsible for implementing 
and updating this document. 

The cities maintain responsibility for implementing local AB 939 plans and waste 
management programs. 

PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION (describe programs that were scheduled to be 
implemented but were not, a statement as to why they were not implemented, the 
progress of programs that were implemented, a statement as to whether programs are 
meeting their goals, and if not what contingency measures are being enacted). 

The jurisdiction-submitted annual reports have provided updated information concerning 
jurisdiction specific program implementation. Nearly all Countywide selected programs 
have been implemented. Notable updates from the information contained in the existing 
program selection chapter include: 

0 The third HHW facility opened in Oakland. 
0 Non development of Authority Integrated Waste Management Facility. The 

CoIWMP had described plans for a facility to include a co-composting operation 
for green waste and biosolids. After denial of a conditional use permit for the 
proposed co-composting project and an inability to get guaranteed sources of 
biosolids, this project was transformed into a project to site a composting facility 
that can handle green waste and compostable organics in Alameda County. It is 
uncertain at this date whether this particular site will be developed as such. The 
Authority is currently working on establishing a public-private partnership for a 
composting facility in order to realize additional diversion from a substantial 
portion of the disposed waste stream. 

0 The current CoIWMP states that it is likely that future composting projects will 
focus upon co-composting. This is no longer true. 
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The Agency has exceeded many of its program goals and has developed innovative 
programs in the following areas: 

• Mattresses/couches: An innovative mattress/couch recycling facility sponsored by 
St. Vincent de Paul of Lane County, Oregon has been funded. 

• Facility assistance: The Agency has offered the Davis St. transfer station a per ton 
subsidy to sort and divert recyclables from recyclables rich (wood, inerts, concrete) 
self-haul and debris box loads that previously were landfilled. The Agency has also 
provided the Berkeley Transfer Station with a $700,000 grant to expand their facility 
to divert more organic material. 

• C&D: The Agency has developed a model C&D ordinance that 3 Cities have 
successfully implemented. 

• Deconstruction/Reuse: The Agency has provided grants and technical assistance to 
the Reuse People and Urban Ore in developing and expanding their reuse operations. 

• StopWa$te Partnership: The Agency has conducted comprehensive environmental 
waste assessments at over 100 of the largest businesses and institutions in Alameda 
County resulting in diversion of over 66,000 tons. Markets have been found for large 
quantities of unusual waste items including plate glass, airplane rubber, plastic film 
and fluorescent tubes. 

• Green building: The Agency has developed nationally recognized resources on both 
commercial green building and residential green building and is providing its member 
agencies with grants and technical assistance in this area. 

• Green Business Program: Consumer recognition and environmental 
compliance/resource conservation program for consumer oriented businesses. 
Available to autobody and repair, printers, restaurants and hotels. 

• Market development: The Agency has aggressively marketed loans, grants and 
technical assistance in this area. Grants and or loans and technical assistance have 
been provided to the following organizations in Alameda County: 

• Bay Area Tire Recycling: Recycles tires into crumb rubber; 

• Protect All Life: Recovers urban trees for lumber production. 

• Epic Plastics: Makes benderboard out of mixed plastics. 

• Marathon Recovery: Promotes and serves as a catalyst for new diversion of 
commercially generated film plastics 
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• St. Vincent de Paul of Lane County, Oregon: Built and operates a mattress 
recycling facility which is currently recycling mattresses from Alameda County 
jurisdictions. 

The Agency is also working on developing an Eco-Park within Alameda County for 
businesses that manufacture recycled content products or use recycled content within 
their processes. 

Target market development areas and programs are evaluated annually as part of the 
budget and recycling plan process. 

• Organics: The Agency has provided grants and technical assistance to jurisdictions 
interested in starting residential and commercial food waste programs. To date, it has 
helped the Cities of Berkeley and Oakland both of whom have successful commercial 
food waste diversion programs. Additionally, the Agency is offering to provide 
funding to private vendors to assist in development of an organics processing facility 
in the County. 

The Agency is currently undertaking three major planning studies to better understand 
waste generation by material type and generator. These studies are a waste 
characterization study (also conducted in 1990 and 1995), a weight based disposal study 
and a waste prevention study. Results are expected in the fall. The data from the 2001 
studies will help the Agency see trends in disposal by material type and generator. This 
information will be used to help refine existing programs and initiate new ones to meet 
the County's 75 percent diversion goal. The information from these studies will also help 
member jurisdictions refine existing projects and initiate future ones to maximize 
diversion. 

PERMITTED DISPOSAL CAPACITY (vii-35-39) (changes in permitted disposal 
capacity and quantities of waste disposed of in the county or regional agency) 

Waste Management of Alameda County received an expansion permit for 40 million tons 
for the Altamont landfill from the Alameda County Board of Supervisors on March 9, 
2000 and approval from the Alameda County Waste Management Authority for an 
amendment to the Alameda County Integrated Waste Management Plan on May 24, 
2000. The Use permit and the CoIWMP now allow for 1,600,000 tons per year and for a 
250 acre expanded footprint. As of the end of 2000, Altamont landfill had 24 years of 
remaining capacity. Vasco Road Sanitary landfill was purchased by Republic Inc. this 
year. They are not proposing any landfill expansion and have 15 years of remaining 
capacity. The Tri-cities landfill in Fremont has two years of remaining capacity. The 
City of Fremont is pursuing development of a transfer station to handle its waste. 
Countywide, as of the end of 2000, there are 31 years of remaining landfill capacity. In 
2000, 2,260,339 tons of waste were disposed of in Alameda County (includes out-of-
county tonnage) with 1,426,626 tons of that coming from Alameda County jurisdictions 
(these jurisdictions disposed of an additional 247,338 tons out-of-county). 
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Waste from Alameda County jurisdictions has been increasingly exported to out-of-
county landfills where fees are lower. 

The Authority's Integrated Waste Management Facility continues to serve as contingency 
landfill space in the event that it is needed. 

The total disposal capacity needed for the county for each year for at least the next fifteen 
years in tons and cubic yards is identified in the Siting Element. 

AVAILABLE MARKETS (changes in available markets for recyclable materials) 

Markets for recovered recyclable materials have been available. Though market prices 
fluctuate regularly, outlets continue to be available for most of the materials collected 
through curbside and commercial recycling programs. Additionally, the trend has been 
toward more residential and commercial commingled recycling programs as this adds 
ease and convenience for the user. To date, mixed paper has been successfully marketed. 
The Agency includes a focus on market development assistance in one or more annually 
budgeted projects. Objectives under this project include finding markets for hard-to-
recycle materials such as plastic film, electronics, mattresses and miscellaneous types of 
plastic. The Berkeley/Oakland RMDZ has been successful in attracting and retaining 
businesses using recycled content materials. 

IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE (changes in the implementation schedule) 

Changes in jurisdiction's implementation schedules have occurred but have not 
significantly affected the ability of the County and cities to meet planned diversion levels. 

CHAPTER 6.0 SUMMARY STATEMENT 

The overall framework of the CoIWMP is still applicable. However, the goals, 
objectives, policies, waste management infrastructure, waste management programs and 
disposal capacity information all need to be updated. 

The CoIWMP was approved by the CIWMB on March 24, 1998. Thus, the anniversary 
date for the first five year CoIWMP review is March 24, 2003. 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-75 

Consideration Of The Five-Year Review Report Of The Countywide Integrated Waste 
Management Plan For The County Of Alameda 

WHEREAS, Public Resources Code (PRC) Sections 41770 and 41822 require the California 
Integrated Waste Management Board (Board) to review and approve or disapprove each 
Countywide or Regional Agency Integrated Waste Management Plan Five-Year Review Report; 
and 

WHEREAS, The County of Alameda (County) has submitted a Five-Year Review Report of its 
Countywide Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP) that concludes no revisions to the 
County's planning documents are necessary at this time; and 

WHEREAS, based on review of the County's Five-Year Review Report, Board staff found that 
the foregoing requirements have been satisfied and agrees with the County that a revision of its 
CIWMP is not necessary at this time; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby approves the County of 
Alameda's Five-Year CIWMP Review Report. 

CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a 
resolution duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 

Dated: 

Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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ITEM 
Consideration Of A Request To Change The Base Year To 2000 For The Previously Approved 
Source Reduction And Recycling Element For The City Of Orange, Orange County 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
The City of Orange (City) has requested to change its base year to 2000 using the data 
from its previously approved year 2000 generation based study.  The City has requested a 
54 percent diversion rate for the 2000 new base year.  With the California Integrated 
Waste Management Board (Board) staff-recommended new base year, the City’s diversion 
rate would be 53 percent for 2000, 54 percent for 2001, and 52 percent for 2002.  
 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
The Board accepted the City’s 2000 generation based study and approved the City’s 
1999/2000 Biennial Review results in April 23, 2003.    

 
III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 

The Board may: 
1. The Board may approve the City's base-year change as originally submitted. 
2. The Board may approve the City’s base-year change with staff’s and/or Board-

suggested modifications. 
3. The Board may disapprove the City’s base-year change.  

 
IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Board staff recommends the Board adopt option No. 2:  approve the City’s base-year 
change with staff’s and/or Board-suggested modifications. 
 

V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 

1.  Background 
PRC Sections 41031 (cities) and 41331 (counties) require information submitted 
by jurisdictions on the quantities of solid waste generated, diverted, and disposed 
of, to include data that are as accurate as possible.  At its March 1997 meeting, the 
Board approved methods for jurisdictions to use for improving the accuracy of 
their base-year generation data.  One of the approved methods allows a 
jurisdiction to establish a more current base year.   

 
2.  Basis for staff’s analysis 

Staff’s analysis is based upon the information below. 
Existing Jurisdiction Conditions: 

Diversion Rate Data (Percent) Key Jurisdiction Conditions 
 Waste Stream Data 
Base 
Year 

1999 2000 2001 2002 Pounds waste 
generated per person 
per day  (ppd) 

Population Non-Residential 
Waste Stream 
Percentage 

Residential 
Waste Stream 
Percentage 

2000 ND 53 54 52 19.17** 128,200 85 15 
* These values are based on the City’s proposed (2000) base year change, discussed in the “Base Year Change” section below.  Note: 

ND = Not determined, as prior years diversion rates are not recalculated once a jurisdiction establishes a new base year. 
** The pounds per person per day is high due to the CalTran’s highway project. 
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City's geographic location: The City of Orange is an urban community in central Orange 
County, approximately 32 miles southeast of Los Angeles, encompassing 24 square miles. 

Base-Year Change: 
The City has requested to change its base year from 1990 to 2000 using its 2000-generation 
study approved by the Board on April 23, 2003 (Agenda Item Number 6). The City's 
original new base year modification request certification form is included as Attachment 3a. 
The City considers the 2000 data to be more accurate, and is the best available data. 

After discussions with Board staff, the City reached the conclusion that it would be in its 
best interest to request that the data from its previously approved 2000 generation study be 
used to establish a new 2000 base year. The City, as well as Board staff, considers the data 
that were used in the approved 2000 generation study to be more representative of the 
City's waste stream and diversion efforts than what was estimated in the 1990 base-year 
generation study. Since the methodology in completing a generation study and a new base 
year study, and staff's analysis of the studies, are identical, with the only difference being 
that a generation study is often conducted on an annual basis, this request appears 
reasonable. Additionally, staff verified that the data included in the generation study are 
representative of a normal year for the City, and therefore are adequate data for establishing 
a new base year. During staffs initial verification, staff found that the Caltrans tonnage did 
not include documentation to substantiate the conversion factor and representativeness for 
the C&D tonnage. However, the City was able to secure from Caltrans the additional 
documentation to demonstrate representativeness and document the conversion factor. 
Therefore, based upon staff's review the additional tonnage is being included. 

To estimate the waste generation in 2000, the City used disposal data from the Board's 
Disposal Reporting System and collected diversion information from the activities listed 
below. There was no extrapolation of diversion data. Staff conducted a site visit in 
December 2002 to verify these activities. 

Program _Description 
Residential: 
Residential 
Greenwaste 

Curbside and 
Collection 

The City of Orange in cooperation with the franchise hauler implemented a 3-cart automated 
residential curbside collection program in December 1999. Residents received a cart for 
recyclables, refuse and greenwaste. This new program replaced the previous source separated 
3-crate curbside recycling program that started in 1989. Residents now have a convenient way 
to recycle more items with the commingled recycling cart. This has facilitated increased 
collection of recyclables by eliminating the source separated curbside recycling program. 
This new program included a source separated green waste recycling cart. Residents now 
have a convenient way to recycle their yard waste. 

Residential 
Buy-Back 

Drop-Off and Residents can drop off recyclables for processing at the MRF facility during regular business 
hours. Residents can also drop-off recyclables and receive redemption for CRV materials at 
reverse vending machines and 20/20 Recycling Centers conveniently located at supermarkets 
and shopping centers. 

Commercial: 
Commercial 
Up 

On-Site Pick- The City's franchise hauler offers commercial source separated and commingled recycling 
bins to businesses. In many cases the hauler is able to offer free recycling collection to 
businesses. The City also has a recycling business licensing program that requires any 
independent third party recycling company to obtain a permit for any recycling bins placed 
within the City. Businesses with recycling potential identified through the technical assistance 
program are referred to the franchise hauler and/or independent recyclers. Businesses with 
exceptional recycling programs are encouraged to apply for the "Recycler of the Year" award 
sponsored by the city and the franchise hauler. The City plans in 2005 to increase outreach 
and assistance to educate businesses about the availability of this program and to encourage 
more businesses to participate. 
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representative of a normal year for the City, and therefore are adequate data for establishing 
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the C&D tonnage. However, the City was able to secure from Caltrans the additional 
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below.  There was no extrapolation of diversion data.  Staff conducted a site visit in 
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The City of Orange in cooperation with the franchise hauler implemented a 3-cart automated 
residential curbside collection program in December 1999.  Residents received a cart for 
recyclables, refuse and greenwaste.  This new program replaced the previous source separated 
3-crate curbside recycling program that started in 1989. Residents now have a convenient way 
to recycle more items with the commingled recycling cart. This has facilitated increased 
collection of recyclables by eliminating the source separated curbside recycling program.  
This new program included a source separated green waste recycling cart.  Residents now 
have a convenient way to recycle their yard waste. 
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Buy-Back 

Residents can drop off recyclables for processing at the MRF facility during regular business 
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independent third party recycling company to obtain a permit for any recycling bins placed 
within the City.  Businesses with recycling potential identified through the technical assistance 
program are referred to the franchise hauler and/or independent recyclers.  Businesses with 
exceptional recycling programs are encouraged to apply for the “Recycler of the Year” award 
sponsored by the city and the franchise hauler. The City plans in 2005 to increase outreach 
and assistance to educate businesses about the availability of this program and to encourage 
more businesses to participate.  
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Xeriscaping/Grasscycling The City has been conducting grasscycling and xeriscaping at parks and greenbelts maintained 
by the City and/or the City's contractor since 1993. The City will continue to promote 
greenwaste recycling and xeriscaping to the businesses and residents through literature from 
the CIWMB and Orange County IWMD. Schools are also participating in grasscycling. 

School Recycling The City's franchise hauler, Waste Management, has a recycling program with Orange 
Unified School District, which encompasses schools in the County Unincorporated area and 
the City of Orange. The district receives a recycling rebate for collection of paper from source 
separated bins located at schools throughout the district. The City of Orange promotes school 
education about recycling through the public education plan under the franchise contract with 
the hauler. Through this partnership, the hauler gives school presentations at elementary and 
middle schools utilizing their recycling robot "Cycle?' to teach the children about recycling in 
a fun atmosphere. 

Government Composting 
Programs 

The City has contracted out the tree trimming maintenance service to West Coast Arborists. 
West Coast Arborists collect the greenwaste from the City and send it to a third party recycler 
where it is used for compost at a private facility or as ADC at the landfill. 

Construction & Demolition Since 1994, the City has promoted C& D recycling. Clean concrete, asphalt, and rubble taken 
to Waste Management's MRF are kept separated. Separated waste that is taken to a landfill is 
crushed and utilized as inclement weather road surfacing and/or other beneficial reuse. The 
franchise hauler offers economic incentives through a reduced charge for clean separated 
loads of concrete, asphalt and rubble. Direct hauled C&D loads taken to third party recyclers. 
The City of Orange has undergone extensive freeway improvements by Caltrans. This 
ongoing project has produced considerable tons of recyclable materials all of which are 
directly hauled by Caltrans to third party recyclers for processing. In cooperation with Waste 
Management, the City has contacted the main contractors for this project and established 
contacts to receive reports on diverted materials. Materials diverted from the freeway 
improvements for the year 2000 totaled 166,642 tons. In 2005 The City will pursue regulatory 
and administrative procedures to encourage diversion and reporting of C&D waste from 
public and private projects. 

Scrap Metals The City promotes scrap metal recycling through the technical assistance program and 
business licensing program. Businesses with potential metal recycling identified through the 
technical assistance program are referred to the franchise hauler and/or independent recyclers. 
The MRF has scrap metal recovery program where recovered metal is sent to metal recycling 
facilities. The City has a recycling business licensing program that requires any independent 
third party recycling company to obtain a permit for any recycling bins placed within the City. 

Materials Recovery Facility 
(MRF) / Transformation 

The City of Orange's franchise hauler operates a Material Recovery Facility (MRF) located in 
the city. The hauler has made changes to its commercial routing to maximize the collection of 
recyclables uncontaminated by food or liquid waste. As a result, the amount of materials 
diverted at the MRF has increased with the residual waste be taken to a waste to energy 
facility for transformation. 

Food Waste Composting The City of Orange promotes private sector food waste composting. On-going internal 
programs such as food taken to a farm for animal feed and/or being composted are identified 
in food preparation and manufacturing businesses through the technical assistance program. 
Also major supermarkets have privately contracted for food composting. The City also 
promotes the regional food banks as part of the outreach to the restaurants. 

Alternative Daily Cover 
(ADC) 

The City of Orange promotes private sector food waste composting. On-going internal 
programs such as food taken to a farm for animal feed and/or being composted are identified 
in food preparation and manufacturing businesses through the technical assistance program. 
Also, major supermarkets have privately contracted for food composting. The City also 
promotes the regional food banks as part of the outreach to the restaurants. 

Certification Changes 
The City appears 
3b is the certification 
the Board staff's 
summary of the changes 
and the basis for the 
recommends the 

to have programs that support the proposed diversion rate. Attachment 
prepared by Board staff that provides additional details to support 

recommendations for the new base year. Attachment 4 (Table B) is a 
showing what was originally claimed, Board staffs findings, 

deductions and additions. With these changes Board staff 
request for a new base year be approved. 
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Xeriscaping/Grasscycling The City has been conducting grasscycling and xeriscaping at parks and greenbelts maintained 
by the City and/or the City’s contractor since 1993.  The City will continue to promote 
greenwaste recycling and xeriscaping to the businesses and residents through literature from 
the CIWMB and Orange County IWMD. Schools are also participating in grasscycling. 

School Recycling 
 

The City’s franchise hauler, Waste Management, has a recycling program with Orange 
Unified School District, which encompasses schools in the County Unincorporated area and 
the City of Orange.  The district receives a recycling rebate for collection of paper from source 
separated bins located at schools throughout the district.  The City of Orange promotes school 
education about recycling through the public education plan under the franchise contract with 
the hauler.  Through this partnership, the hauler gives school presentations at elementary and 
middle schools utilizing their recycling robot “Cycler” to teach the children about recycling in 
a fun atmosphere. 

Government Composting 
Programs 
 

The City has contracted out the tree trimming maintenance service to West Coast Arborists.  
West Coast Arborists collect the greenwaste from the City and send it to a third party recycler 
where it is used for compost at a private facility or as ADC at the landfill. 

Construction & Demolition Since 1994, the City has promoted C& D recycling.  Clean concrete, asphalt, and rubble taken 
to Waste Management’s MRF are kept separated.  Separated waste that is taken to a landfill is 
crushed and utilized as inclement weather road surfacing and/or other beneficial reuse.  The 
franchise hauler offers economic incentives through a reduced charge for clean separated 
loads of concrete, asphalt and rubble.  Direct hauled C&D loads taken to third party recyclers.  
The City of Orange has undergone extensive freeway improvements by Caltrans.  This 
ongoing project has produced considerable tons of recyclable materials all of which are 
directly hauled by Caltrans to third party recyclers for processing.  In cooperation with Waste 
Management, the City has contacted the main contractors for this project and established 
contacts to receive reports on diverted materials.   Materials diverted from the freeway 
improvements for the year 2000 totaled 166,642 tons. In 2005 The City will pursue regulatory 
and administrative procedures to encourage diversion and reporting of C&D waste from 
public and private projects. 

Scrap Metals The City promotes scrap metal recycling through the technical assistance program and 
business licensing program.  Businesses with potential metal recycling identified through the 
technical assistance program are referred to the franchise hauler and/or independent recyclers.  
The MRF has scrap metal recovery program where recovered metal is sent to metal recycling 
facilities.  The City has a recycling business licensing program that requires any independent 
third party recycling company to obtain a permit for any recycling bins placed within the City.  

Materials Recovery Facility 
(MRF) / Transformation 

The City of Orange’s franchise hauler operates a Material Recovery Facility (MRF) located in 
the city.  The hauler has made changes to its commercial routing to maximize the collection of 
recyclables uncontaminated by food or liquid waste.  As a result, the amount of materials 
diverted at the MRF has increased with the residual waste be taken to a waste to energy 
facility for transformation. 

Food Waste Composting The City of Orange promotes private sector food waste composting.  On-going internal 
programs such as food taken to a farm for animal feed and/or being composted are identified 
in food preparation and manufacturing businesses through the technical assistance program.  
Also major supermarkets have privately contracted for food composting.  The City also 
promotes the regional food banks as part of the outreach to the restaurants. 

Alternative Daily Cover 
(ADC) 

The City of Orange promotes private sector food waste composting.  On-going internal 
programs such as food taken to a farm for animal feed and/or being composted are identified 
in food preparation and manufacturing businesses through the technical assistance program.  
Also, major supermarkets have privately contracted for food composting.  The City also 
promotes the regional food banks as part of the outreach to the restaurants. 

 
Certification Changes  
The City appears to have programs that support the proposed diversion rate.  Attachment 
3b is the certification prepared by Board staff that provides additional details to support 
the Board staff’s recommendations for the new base year.  Attachment 4 (Table B) is a 
summary of the changes showing what was originally claimed, Board staff’s findings, 
and the basis for the deductions and additions.  With these changes Board staff 
recommends the request for a new base year be approved. 
 



Board Meeting Agenda Item-18 
March 15-16, 2005 

Base Year Analysis: 

3. 

City of Orange Disposal Diversion Generation 
Old Base Year Tons 1990 252,600 17,097 269,697 
Jurisdiction New Base Year Tons 2000 219,625 255,726 475,351 
Board Staff Recommended New 2000 Base Year Tons 211,501 236,964 448,465 

2000 Diversion Rate 
using 1990 Base Year 

Jurisdiction Claimed 2000 Diversion 
Rate for New Base Year 

Board Staff-Recommended 2000 
Diversion Rate for New Base Year 

32% 54% 53% 

In addition to any deductions 
authority to make additional 
Sections 41031, 41033, 
characterization components 
data that are as accurate 
jurisdictions to request, 
considering new base year 
new base year is as accurate 
portion of the new base 
new base year, with the 

Findings 

already made by the City and Board 
deductions to the diversion tonnage. 

41331, and 41333 provide that jurisdictions' 
(which contain the waste generation 

as possible. These statutes provide the 
and for the Board to approve, new base 

requests, the standard used by the Board 
as possible. To the extent that the 

year is not accurate, the Board may approve 
inaccurate portion removed. 

asking to use the data from its previously 
a new 2000 base year is included in 

the City has adequately documented 
approval of the City's new base year 

information, staff is not aware of any environmental 

Impacts 
of jurisdiction's base year will lead 

new base year will enable the City to 
programs and therefore to more 

the Board results from this item. 

this item represents the process for implementing 
require jurisdictions to submit data on 

and disposed that are as accurate as possible. 

staff, the Board has 
Public Resources Code 

waste 
studies) shall include 

basis for allowing 
years. Consequently, in 

is whether or not the 
Board determines that a 

the remainder of the 

approved 2000 
Attachment 2 of this 
its request. For this 

request. 

issues related 

to a more accurate 

more accurately measure 
accurately report its 

PRC Sections 
quantities of waste 

The City's written request 
generation study to establish 
agenda item. Staff believes 
reason, staff is recommending 

B. Environmental Issues 
Based on available 
to this item. 

C. Program/Long Term 
Improving the accuracy 
statewide measurement. 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Approving the City's 
the success of its diversion 
progress to the Board. 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impact to 

F. Legal Issues 
As discussed above, 
41031 and 41331 that 
generated, diverted 
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Base Year Analysis: 
 

City of Orange Disposal Diversion Generation 
Old Base Year Tons 1990 252,600 17,097 269,697 
Jurisdiction New Base Year Tons 2000 219,625 255,726 475,351 
Board Staff Recommended New 2000 Base Year Tons 211,501 236,964 448,465 

 
2000 Diversion Rate 

using 1990 Base Year 
Jurisdiction Claimed 2000 Diversion 

Rate for New Base Year 
Board Staff-Recommended 2000 

Diversion Rate for New Base Year 
32% 54% 53% 

 
In addition to any deductions already made by the City and Board staff, the Board has 
authority to make additional deductions to the diversion tonnage.  Public Resources Code 
Sections 41031, 41033, 41331, and 41333 provide that jurisdictions’ waste 
characterization components (which contain the waste generation studies) shall include 
data that are as accurate as possible.  These statutes provide the basis for allowing 
jurisdictions to request, and for the Board to approve, new base years.  Consequently, in 
considering new base year requests, the standard used by the Board is whether or not the 
new base year is as accurate as possible.  To the extent that the Board determines that a 
portion of the new base year is not accurate, the Board may approve the remainder of the 
new base year, with the inaccurate portion removed. 
 

3.  Findings 
The City’s written request asking to use the data from its previously approved 2000 
generation study to establish a new 2000 base year is included in Attachment 2 of this 
agenda item.  Staff believes the City has adequately documented its request.  For this 
reason, staff is recommending approval of the City’s new base year request. 

 
B. Environmental Issues 

Based on available information, staff is not aware of any environmental issues related 
to this item.  
 

C. Program/Long Term Impacts 
Improving the accuracy of jurisdiction’s base year will lead to a more accurate 
statewide measurement. 
 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Approving the City’s new base year will enable the City to more accurately measure 
the success of its diversion programs and therefore to more accurately report its 
progress to the Board. 
 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impact to the Board results from this item.  
 

F. Legal Issues 
As discussed above, this item represents the process for implementing PRC Sections 
41031 and 41331 that require jurisdictions to submit data on quantities of waste 
generated, diverted and disposed that are as accurate as possible.   

 
 
 



Board Meeting Agenda Item-18 
March 15-16, 2005 

VI.  

VII.  

VIII.  

IX.  

G. Environmental Justice 
Community Setting. 

2000 Census Data — Demographics for City of Orange 

% White % Hispanic % Black 
% Native 
American % Asian 

% Pacific 
Islander % Other 

54.6 32.2 1.4 0.3 9.2 0.2 0.1 

2000 Census Data — Economic Data for City of Orange 
Median annual income* Mean (average) income* % individuals below poverty level 

58,994 73,953 10.0 
* Per household 
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G. Environmental Justice 
Community Setting.   
 

2000 Census Data – Demographics for City of Orange 
 

% White 
 

% Hispanic 
 

% Black 
% Native 
American 

 
% Asian 

% Pacific 
Islander 

 
% Other 

54.6 32.2 1.4 0.3 9.2 0.2 0.1 
 

2000 Census Data – Economic Data for City of Orange 
Median annual income* Mean (average) income* % individuals below poverty level 

58,994 73,953 10.0 
* Per household 

• Environmental Justice Issues.  According to the jurisdictional representative, 
there are no environmental justice issues in this community.  

• Efforts at Environmental Justice Outreach.  The City uses brochures, 
newsletters, and flyers to promote recycling to all residential and commercial 
sectors.  In addition, staff attends community events and visits the local schools to 
promote diversion programs available in the community. 

• Project Benefits.   Improving the accuracy of jurisdiction’s base year will lead to 
a more accurate statewide measurement. 

 
H. 2001 Strategic Plan 

This item supports Strategic Plan goal 2, objective 3 (Support local jurisdictions’ ability 
to reach and maintain California’s waste diversion mandates), strategy (D) (Assess and 
assist local governments’ efforts to implement programs and reduce disposal, taking 
corrective action as needed) by assessing the City’s efforts to implement programs and 
reduce disposal.  
 

VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
This item does not require any Board fiscal action.  

 
VII. ATTACHMENTS 

1. Program Listing for the City of Orange 
2. Request Letter from the City of Orange 
3a. City’s Original Base Year Modification Request Certification for the City of Orange 
3b. Staff Recommended Base Year Modification Request Certification 
4. Site Visit Verification Findings for the City of Orange 
5. Resolution Number 2005-76 
 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A.  Program Staff:  Maria Kakutani                 Phone:  (916) 341-6201 
B.  Legal Staff:  Elliot Block       Phone:  (916) 341-6080 
C. Administrative Staff: N/A Phone:  N/A 
   

IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION  
A. Support 

City of Orange  
B. Opposition 

Staff had not received any written opposition at the time this item was submitted for 
publication.  



Board Meeting Agenda Item 18 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 1 

Office of Local Assistance Page 1 

Program Listing for Date Printed 

Orange February 7,2005 

Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998  1999  2000  2001  2002 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

1000-SR-XGC Y Y 1999 SO D 99 DE 99 DE 99 SI SO SO SO 
Xeriscaping/Grasscycling 

1010-SR-BCM N N 1995 Al AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
Backyard and On-Site Composting/Mulching 

1020-SR-BWR Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Business Waste Reduction Program 

1030-SR-PMT N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Procurement 

1050-SR-GOV Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Government Source Reduction Programs 

1060-SR-MTE Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Material Exchange, Thrift Shops 

2000-RC-CRB Y Y 1989 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Residential Curbside 

2010-RC-DRP Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Residential Drop-Off 

2020-RC-BYB N N 1994 AO AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
Residential Buy-Back 

2030-RC-OSP Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Commercial On-Site Pickup 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year 

1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 

SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 
or 

4 = Insufficient funding. 
5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 

Board Meeting Agenda Item 18 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 1 
 Office of Local Assistance Page 1 
 Program Listing for Date Printed 
 Orange February 7,2005 

 Pre 1995 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ ------ 2001 ------ ------ 2002 ------ 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 1000-SR-XGC Y Y 1999 SO D 99 DE 99 DE 99 SI SO SO SO 
 Xeriscaping/Grasscycling 

 1010-SR-BCM N N 1995 AI AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
 Backyard and On-Site Composting/Mulching 

 1020-SR-BWR Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Business Waste Reduction Program 

 1030-SR-PMT N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Procurement 

 1050-SR-GOV Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Government Source Reduction Programs 

 1060-SR-MTE Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Material Exchange, Thrift Shops 

 2000-RC-CRB Y Y 1989 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Residential Curbside 

 2010-RC-DRP Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Residential Drop-Off 

 2020-RC-BYB N N 1994 AO AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
 Residential Buy-Back 

 2030-RC-OSP Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Commercial On-Site Pickup 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 

pplication:  PARIS            city was not incorporated or  

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut
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Office of Local Assistance Page 2 

Program Listing for Date Printed 

Orange February 7,2005 

Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998  1999  2000  2001  2002 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

2040-RC-SFH N N 2000 NA NA NA NA NA Al AO AO 
Commercial Self-Haul 

2050-RC-SCH N N 2000 NA NA NA NA NA Al AO AO 
School Recycling Programs 

2060-RC-GOV N N 1994 AO AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
Government Recycling Programs 

2070-RC-SNL Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Special Collection Seasonal (regular) 

2080-RC-SPE Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Special Collection Events 

3000-CM-RCG N Y 1999 PF 6 PF 6 PF 6 PF 6 SI SO SO SO 
Residential Curbside Greenwaste Collection 

3020-CM-COG N N 2000 NA NA NA NA NA Al AO AO 
Commercial On-Site Greenwaste Pick-up 

3030-CM-CSG N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Commercial Self-Haul Greenwaste 

3040-CM-FWC N N 2000 NA NA NA NA NA Al AO AO 
Food Waste Composting 

3060-CM-GOV N N 2000 NA NA NA NA NA Al AO AO 
Government Composting Programs 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 4 = Insufficient funding. 
or 5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 
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 Program Listing for Date Printed 
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 Pre 1995 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ ------ 2001 ------ ------ 2002 ------ 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 2040-RC-SFH N N 2000 NA NA NA NA NA AI AO AO 
 Commercial Self-Haul 

 2050-RC-SCH N N 2000 NA NA NA NA NA AI AO AO 
 School Recycling Programs 

 2060-RC-GOV N N 1994 AO AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
 Government Recycling Programs 

 2070-RC-SNL Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Special Collection Seasonal (regular) 

 2080-RC-SPE Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Special Collection Events 

 3000-CM-RCG N Y 1999 PF 6 PF 6 PF 6 PF 6 SI SO SO SO 
 Residential Curbside Greenwaste Collection 

 3020-CM-COG N N 2000 NA NA NA NA NA AI AO AO 
 Commercial On-Site Greenwaste Pick-up 

 3030-CM-CSG N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Commercial Self-Haul Greenwaste 

 3040-CM-FWC N N 2000 NA NA NA NA NA AI AO AO 
 Food Waste Composting 

 3060-CM-GOV N N 2000 NA NA NA NA NA AI AO AO 
 Government Composting Programs 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 

pplication:  PARIS            city was not incorporated or  

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut
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Office of Local Assistance Page 3 

Program Listing for Date Printed 

Orange February 7,2005 

Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998  1999  2000  2001  2002 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

4020-SP-TRS N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Tires 

4030-SP-WHG Y Y 1993 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
White Goods 

4040-SP-SCM Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Scrap Metal 

4050-SP-WDW Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Wood Waste 

4060-SP-CAR Y Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Concrete/Asphalt/Rubble 

4090-SP-RND N N 1990 AO AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
Rendering 

5000-ED-ELC Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Electronic (radio ,TV, web, hotlines) 

5010-ED-PRN Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Print (brochures, flyers, guides, news articles) 

5020-ED-OUT N Y 1993 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Outreach (tech assistance, presentations, awards, 
fairs, field trips) 

5030-ED-SCH N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Schools (education and curriculum) 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 
or 

4 = Insufficient funding. 
5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 
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 Program Listing for Date Printed 
 Orange February 7,2005 

 Pre 1995 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ ------ 2001 ------ ------ 2002 ------ 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 4020-SP-TRS N Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Tires 

 4030-SP-WHG Y Y 1993 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 White Goods 

 4040-SP-SCM Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Scrap Metal 

 4050-SP-WDW Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Wood Waste 

 4060-SP-CAR Y Y 1994 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Concrete/Asphalt/Rubble 

 4090-SP-RND N N 1990 AO AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
 Rendering 

 5000-ED-ELC Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Electronic (radio ,TV, web, hotlines) 

 5010-ED-PRN Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Print (brochures, flyers, guides, news articles) 

 5020-ED-OUT N Y 1993 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Outreach (tech assistance, presentations, awards,  
 fairs, field trips) 

 5030-ED-SCH N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Schools (education and curriculum) 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
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Office of Local Assistance Page 4 

Program Listing for Date Printed 

Orange February 7,2005 

Pre 1995 1995  1996  1997  1998  1999  2000  2001  2002 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start Status Status Status Status Status Status Status Status 

6010-PI-EIN N Y 1999 PF PF PF PF SI SO SO SO 
Economic Incentives 

6020-PI-ORD N Y 1999 NI 5 NI 2, 4 NI 2, 4 NI 2, 4 Si SO SO SO 
Ordinances 

7000-FR-MRF Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
MRF 

7010-FR-LAN Y Y 1993 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Landfill 

7030-FR-CMF N Y 1999 NI 6 NI 6 NI 6 NI 6 SI SO SO SO 
Composting Facility 

7040-FR-ADC N N 1998 AO AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
Alternative Daily Cover 

9000-HH-PMF Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Permanent Facility 

9020-HH-CSC N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Curbside Collection 

9030-HH-WSE N Y 1999 NI 3 NI 2 NI 2 NI 2 Si SO SO SO 
Waste Exchange 

9040-HH-EDP Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
Education Programs 

Add any additional programs below 

Status Code Legend Reason Code 
SO = Selected Ongoing D = Dropped 1 = Delays in bringing diversion facilities 6 = Lack of cooperation from other entities. 
AO = Alternative Ongoing DE = Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 = Sufficient diversion without selected 
SI = Selected Implemented NI = Selected and Not Implemented 2 = Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. 
AI = Alternative Implemented PF = Planned Future 3 = Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 = Lack of markets necessary to support 
M = Regional Agency did not exist NA = Program did not exist 4 = Insufficient funding. 
or 5 = Insufficient staffing. 

Application: PARIS city was not incorporated or 
city 

Board Meeting Agenda Item 18 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 1 
 Office of Local Assistance Page 4 
 Program Listing for Date Printed 
 Orange February 7,2005 

 Pre 1995 ------ 1995 ------ ------ 1996 ------ ------ 1997 ------ ------ 1998 ------ ------ 1999 ------ ------ 2000 ------ ------ 2001 ------ ------ 2002 ------ 
Program Code Existed Slcted? Start  Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   Status   
 6010-PI-EIN N Y 1999 PF PF PF PF SI SO SO SO 
 Economic Incentives 

 6020-PI-ORD N Y 1999 NI 5 NI 2, 4 NI 2, 4 NI 2, 4 SI SO SO SO 
 Ordinances 

 7000-FR-MRF Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 MRF 

 7010-FR-LAN Y Y 1993 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Landfill 

 7030-FR-CMF N Y 1999 NI 6 NI 6 NI 6 NI 6 SI SO SO SO 
 Composting Facility 

 7040-FR-ADC N N 1998 AO AO AO AO AO AO AO AO 
 Alternative Daily Cover 

 9000-HH-PMF Y Y 1990 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Permanent Facility 

 9020-HH-CSC N Y 1995 SI SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Curbside Collection 

 9030-HH-WSE N Y 1999 NI 3 NI 2 NI 2 NI 2 SI SO SO SO 
 Waste Exchange 

 9040-HH-EDP Y Y 1991 SO SO SO SO SO SO SO SO 
 Education Programs 
 
Add any additional programs below 

 Status Code Legen  Reason Code  d SO =  Selected Ongoing D   =  Dropped 1 =  De ys in bringing diversion facilities  6 =  Lack of cooperation from other entities. la AO =  Alternative Ongoing DE =  Dropped in Earlier Year online. 7 =  Sufficient diversion without selected   SI   =  Selected Implemented NI  =  Selected and N  Implemented 2 =  Unavoidable regulatory delays. program. ot AI   =  Alternative Implemented PF  =  Planned Future 3 =  Existing contractual or legal problems. 8 =  Lack of markets necessary to support   M   =  Regional Agency did not exist NA  = Program did not exist 4 =  Insufficient funding.    or 5 =  Insufficient staffing. 
A city 

pplication:  PARIS            city was not incorporated or  
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CITY OF ORANGE 

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 

ENGINEERING 

(714) 744-5544 

FAX: (714) 744-5573 

February 8, 

CALIFORNIA 

Re: Request 

Honorable 

The City of 
the Board 
requirement 
generation 
accepted for 

Thank you 

Very truly 

y W. 
blic Works 

DIVISION STREET DIVISION TRAFFIC DIVISION WATER DIVISION 

(714) 532-6480 (714) 744-5540 (714) 288-2475 

FAX: (714) 532-6444 FAX: (714) 744-5573 FAX: (714) 744-2973 

2005 VIA FACSIMILE 

INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 

for Approval of Generation Study for New Base Year 

Members of the Board: 

Orange completed a generation study for the year 2000 that was approved by 
as part of our 2000/2001 biennial review and SB1066 alternative diversion 

application in April of 2003. The City hereby requests that the year 2000 
study, along with subsequent diversion data submitted to Board staff, be 

approVal of year 2000 as the City's new base year. 

for your consideration. 

yours, 

Thomas 
Director/City Engineer 

hn 

ORANGE CIVIC CENTER 300 E, CHAPMAN AVENUE • ORANGE, CA 92866 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 

Base Year Modification Request Certification 
Part 2: Generation Study - Includes Extrapolation of Residential or Non-Residential Diversion Data 
To request a substitution for a previously approved base year usedciu,galculating the diversion rate for your jurisdiction, please complete and sign this 

Mail completed documents to: 

California Integrated Waste Management Board 
1001 I Street, 9th Floor 
PO Box 4025 
Sacramento, CA 958124025 

General Instructions: 
Please select the ONE choice below that best explains your request to the Board. 

1. Use a recent generation-based study to calculate our current reporting-year 
generation amount, but not officially change our existing Board-approved base year. 

2. Use a recent generation-based study to officially change our 
existing Board-approved base year to a new base year. 
The shaded cells on these sheets are protected . If you have problems 
using these sheets, please contact your Office of Local Assistance representative. 

tkiiaiiijueltd... 10iiii 
AttoosSMorgow000kOtotOilfikOoxiki , E .  

iititHilitii  ad on••••••40:06iitifl6fitiiiii 
i:iiiH]i],:: ,H*H:E,:!,H,.iiH• • 

I certify under penalty of perjury that the information in this document is true and correct to the best of my knowledge, and that I am authorized to make 
Jurisdiction Name 

Orange 

County 

Orange 
Authorized nat Title 

Public Works Director/City Engineer 

Type/Pri of Person Signing Date Phone ( ) 

Harry W. Thomas 28-Jan-02 (714) 7441'A49 

Person Completing This Form (please print or type) Title 

Jamie Herbon Administrative Analyst H 

Affiliation: !City of Orange 

Mailing Address City State ZIP Code 

3X) E. Chapman Avenue Orange California 92866 • 

E-mail address I. jherbon@cityoforanOe.0112 

Section 1-3 - City of Orange 1/28/02 Page 1 of 2 
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Section II: Information for New Generation-Based Study 

Attach additional sheets if necessary— reference each response to the appropriate cell number (e.g., 4). 

Note: New base years must be representative of a jurisdiction's disposal and diversion. 

1 of 1 

1. Current Board-approved existinQbase-year: 2. Proposed new generation-based study year: 
1990 2000 
3. Explain how the proposed generation study year is representative of average annual jurisdiction disposal and diversion: 
The proposed generation study year is representative of both diversion and disposal occurring annually within the City. Diversion tonnage was 
obtained through a detailed assessment of diversion activities within the City. Many steps were taken to gather data that reflect current and 
future activities within the City. On-site non-residential waste audits were conducted to better assess the current waste reduction and recycling 
practices in the City. Care was taken to not double count and to use conservative estimates. Diversion rate using CIWMB adjustment method is 
inaccurate for various reasons. One such reason is because it does not take into account the effect of ongoing Caltrans freeway projects in the 
City. Such projects are expected to continue through 2006. The impact of these ongoing projects is accounted for in the new generation-based 
study year. 

4. Enter your diversion rates below. 
Diversion rate calculated using existing base year a. 32 % Diversion rate calculated using new b. 54 % 
For existing base year pounds/person/day based _ 13 For new generation based study 20 

Residential 50 % Non-Residential 50 vo  Residential 14 % Non-Residential 86 % 

Population existing generation-based study 110,658 Population new generation-based study 129,940 

5. If there is an increase between 4a and 4bLplease explain how the new diversion rate is consistent with your current diversion implementation 
The new diversion rate is consistent with current diversion efforts including green waste and mixed recyclables curbside collection, multi-family 
recyclables collection, business sector waste reduction and recycling efforts, and other policies, ordinances, and outreach efforts. The City 
conducted a detailed technical outreach and assistance waste auditing program to numerous businesses and institutions within the City, and 
uncovered considerable amounts of diversion as well as implementing new programs. Much of the business sector information was unknown 
during the initial solid waste study in 1990. In addition, other new diversion efforts have been implemented since 1990. The change in per 
capita generation is due to improved data collection and capture provided by the 2000 waste generation study and improved reporting by 
recvclers and haulers. 
6. If the difference between the proposed diversion rates in 4a and 4b is greater than 5 percentage points, please explain the specific reasons 
The difference is due to the effectiveness of the new programs that the City has put in place and the partnership that has been created through 
the City and its franchise waste hauler, Waste Management of Orange County. The City is also constantly improving its programs. One such 
example would be the continued technical assistance provided for businesses in the City. Data collected from on-site surveys are reviewed for 
potential new programs. The use and the reporting of ADC has been encouraging. And lastly, the City has taken efforts to document the 
recycling and reuse efforts of Its businesses which was not previously documented. The City seeks to continually improve their recycling 
tonnage reporting system. The following are just several examples of the many proactive steps taken by the City which would account for the 
difference in diversion rates. 
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City of Orange 

% of Not Foot 
Disposal Tons Total Total Counted Note 

Residential - Need to get information from WM 39,687 8.35% 

Non-Residential 179,938 37.85% 

TOTAL DISPOSAL 219,625 

Residential Diversion 
Rcy 2000-RC-CRB Residential Curbside Recycling 12,567 2.64% 

Comp 3003-CM-RCG - Residential Curbside Yard Waste 14,740 3.10% 

TOTAL RESIDENTIAL DIVERSION 27,306 

Commercial Diversion 
SR Non-Residential Audits- Extrap. SR 15,193 3.20% 

SR Non-Residential Audits - Non-Extrap. SR 597 0.13% 
SR 1000-SR-XRG - Grasscycling Government 751 0.16% 

SR 1040-SR-SCH - School Source Reduction - Grasscycling 1,638 0.34% 

SR 1050-SR-GOV - State Facility Source Reduction 610 0.13% 4 

SR 1050-SR-GOV - County Facility Source Reduction 51.5 0.01% 1 

SR 7010-FR-LAN - Landfill Salvage 269.8 0.06% 

Rcy Non-Residential Audits - Extrap. Recycling 41,810 8.80% 

Rcy Non-Residential Audits - Non-Extrap. Rcy. 4,756 1.00% 

Roy Non-Extrap. Restricted Materials (Metals) 1,997 0.42% 
Rcy Non-Residential Audits - Extrap. Composting 1,710 0.36% 
Rcy Department of Conservation Buy-Back 1,044 a22% 

Rcy 2030-RC-OSP - Commercial On-Site Pickup 320 0.07% 3 

Rcy 2050-RC-SCH - School Recycling 272 0.06% 

Rcy 20KI-RC-GOV - State Facility Recycling 39 0.01% 
Rcy 2060-RC-GOV - County Facility Recycling 12 0.00% 1 

Rcy 2060-RC-GOV - City Facility Recycling 25 0.01% 

Rcy 4050-SP-WDW - Wood Waste 1,012 0.21% 

Rcy 4060-SP-CAR - Concrete/Asphalt/Rubble 139,355 29.32% 

Rcy 9020-HH-CSC - Curbisde Collection of Used Motor Oil 6 0.00% 

Rcy 7040-FR-ADC - ADC/other 13,376 2.81% 

Comp 3010-CM-RSG - Self Haul Green Waste 2,687 0.57% 

Comp 3040-CM-FWC - Food Waste Composting 887 0.19% 2 

TOTAL COMMERCIAL DIVERSION 228,418 

TOTAL RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL DIVERSION 255,724 

TOTAL GENERATION (DISPOSAL + DIVERSION) 475,349 

DIVERSION PERCENTAGE 54% 

1 Orange County Theo Lacy Facility 

2 No double-counting with composting extrapolated. Composting data recorded in audits are only from supermarkets. 

3 actual OCC tonnage from the Block at Orange and the Mall of Orange 
4 Tonnage for state facilities taken from CIWMB website. State Organization and Agency Recycling Database 
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Board Meeting Agenda Ttem 
7. DispoithinAidimi6la3005salues) 39,687 I 179,938 1 219;625'. Attachment 3a 

Residential Non-Residential Total 
Please select the ONE choice below that best explains your disposal data and complete the required tables. 

a All tons claimed are from the Board's Disposal Reporting System (No explanation required. Go to Section 8.) 

b. All tons claimed are from a 100 percent audit of hauler and self-haul tonnage. (Please complete Reporting Year Tonnage Modification Request and 
c Some Disposal Reporting System data were corrected. (Please complete Reporting Year Tonnage Modification Request and Certification sheet found at 

t. In the table below, list the summarized diversion activities, and diversion data records that support your claim and are available for Board audit. (Note. the Board expects the jurisdictions to be able to provide all 
' Please provide detailed non-residential waste audit information in Section 9. 

note: The Board has Indicated that it will be scrutinizing total source reduction amounts greater than 5% of total generation. Please be prepared to provide additional details substantiating 
ithversion Activity .  

Please us00 E0oard s progran1types 1 !.Pi-40t40* 91Ossary.is 9H*$ 
http://..Ciirribageiiii : : 

Actual:on 

: (A) :.: 

:9$6trilted. 

001'40(41fi 
d 

(B) 

: Total ton 

(i340): 

::: Relativq.:  
Percent to 

Totaf 
ien t0i0ii: 

TARAPTA‘ 
Ill9'01l!: 

.
types) 

:ii
:Source 

-:Soeclfic material 

(List programs with 
:0'41#1ill:filatlitOIS: 

16060140'.: 
. • :.. :::::.:: 

:::conversion 
H..-Spcifici::::: 

: 
:00440*. 
:.: :Silarkt: 

•Ii164:0,1:1.444:6011104490601:i0000:: 
: :::::H::.E:H:• • i 

(9C0tra1104.410060: :  
Sedtkenin . : : ::::::::::•IEH::::H 
RealelentiMACtb iltliii.:::.: ...... . ..  
Source Reduction ' 

!_Other: ituttemiattuitte:esuuttion  gist each timgrainteparately)HHIE ...i:::,::: :::;.:*:::.:*h]H:;*;:H.:.:, i::::HHHHH ]  iE HH:;:::;*::: i:,::i:HHHH;]]:::::;];]::ii:E: :]:*:::::H::H:]:i] :::*::iii]i:ii:i]i:]:H::i:]i]:::t 
Enter program name 

_ 
Enter program name 

Enter program name 

Enter program name 

Enter program name 

Subtotal Rgai:SonrcuReductiorti:]:]H*:::::HiH,:HiE: i:::E:1:t.tEH i 
tio IliSktWHwr::H 

CUrbSidP•Rgqc!frit 
12567 N/A. 

. 
12567• 1 :.:•:251)6: • 

Mixed paper and mixed 
containers. Tonnage report - Franchise hauler 

Department of Conservation Buy-Back Centers 
1,044 

::::: 
• >: 

Comprised of CRV 
beverage containers 

Tonnage Report - Department of 
Conservation 

stibtotalftwitentiarRecftwit:E.:..:i::Hb*E'-:-Hi;h:::]. : . :, _1: . -::IH::E::::H.:-.:.- ,.::::---,-- , - ,;,  ,-::1;,811' i,  _Hi-zMet:H :::1 
t oontostiiij.,H;:::::;,:::::.H2h:H.:.H:.:q:::;::::.:HH 

Curbside Yard Waste 
14,740 WA:.:::: ::::14:740:1: 31%  Greenwaste Tonnage report - Franchise hauler 

$-ObOtAOI-S*OldOotiOCPOrkgi*tiOgH:HHH:HhE -ii141440:: 1.01t740] VI%  
SiibtOtat:ReSidentiatniVeralcin::::::::::::::::::::. /:::::. ::::: . -:::.:::::::::::::::1::::::::::::::- :::::. ::::: :: :26;364::: :6 :: 27;3071:::::: :: SPA 
Non-Residential A6 .lt*: 

,H*; §t;MNO ROSt_000 

_ 
HN004si0entickl.yy4teAUchtr 597 15,193 H19;190 E: : 33% '.§00'Sf! 1$1.43: 

it: Section 

:0:/3440000E 
:0010rjr:11.010004*Pl*M reduction.4101;0#:00000 lee.  00.40.10: 
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Board Meeting_  
March Activity1.1 : 

- • 

.........._.... „.... ... ... 
P.0•0•41se:Plo:BOOrq -P1);VraPI:W.i.e&:Tiv prpspii1Wp0-e!' Ory 901. 
:06jAiiiii‘i.:ohnitii6o.ksi61-::':. :•:•:- 

:401Wton 

IA 

:estimated: 

,ritf,i>0-4 
e WS: - : ...... 

WY 

Total tons- 

' . IA4)-:.:- ...v.v./  

•. Relative 
:eantentto: 

:000ertreni 

:IkiligtTotai 
:Generation 
::::::::: 

pa inn motermityper i:- 

.•:-..(List progneesirlth  
-:•:•:-mottiniematerials:•. 
:::::::1000ther)::::: : ::: ::::. 
''. • •    • 

-:::,:Specific :-.-:- 

lePtereeedfif: 
:..-:401464::::: 

::tderei::H. 

4g
t
4e

g
iftem 

-Ty : c. • rivonor:recona. 

-••••• ... 

i: Odenfraii0iii4StedS::::::::::::•. 
Redi.ce:iitrn::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 

1000-SR-XRG - Grasscycling Government 751 N/A 751 2 02%:::.. 

6.5 
tons/acre/yr 
(University of 
California, 
Riverside: 
Cooperative 
Extension) 

Volume Report - City Manager's 
Office. 

040-SR-SCH - School Source Reduction - Grasscycling 1,638 . „ ruk.:::: 
...................,.,......... 

::,:1;638:::::::::01344;::::: 

:: EHEEHH 
6.5 tons 
/acre/yr 
(University of 
California, 

Cooperative 
Extension) 

Riverside:  
Volume Report - School 
Maintenance DepartMent. 

1050-SR-GOV - State Facility Source Reduction 610 . N/A:::::: 
.....• 

$10:::::::::::tin:::: 
.. ...... 

Business source 
reduction and material 
exchange 

CIWMB State Organization and 
Agency Recycling Database 

1050-SR-GOV - County Facility Source Reduction 52 N/A  :52.:.:.:..:.:•0016:,:.: 

::: 
:•;::E:E::::::::::E 

. 

Comprised of 
cardboard, plastic 
containers, pallets, 

rasscycling, textile 
Waste audit of Theo Lacy Jail 
Facility - 

80btotal! Noliateldetillit 40000ii ednctloa. 1$;105;! i1$4141 r_:::414Vi  
Recycling  

::ob*iiidoiltialWAiito: *ildit:e N   ........ .... . . 4,756 41,810 At.. tok.:,:• csee.SeCtlatitc.:-: 

:See:Section: 

•••:.:-15:- .,:.•-• . . ... 
. ..,..............,... 
::SlietitittOrtli 

'OttiO'n0Weetil 14141)4*041440:#000001$0000.*.lin 

2030-RC-OSP - Commercial On-Site Pickup 

320 I'llk::::: 

:320 ca.' Comprised of OCC 

Actual OCC tonnage from the Block 
at Orange and the Mall of Orange - 
Tonnage Report - Franchise hauler. 

2050-RC-SCH - School Recycling 
272 :•:-:•14/A :.: • : : 

HE:1:::::::::H: 2 :::0I116 
Comprised of mixed 
paper and cardboard. Tonnage Report - Franchise hauler. 

20W-RC-GOV - State and Federal Facility Recycling 39 

N/A:. .....,.,. 

. .. 
„ 30::: 0: 

Comprised of plastics, 
tires, special collection 
events 

CIWMB State Organization and 
Agency Recycling Database 

if 
2060-RC-GOV - County Facility Recycling 12 

WAE:E.E: 
'.:::::::::: 

:TH :E::::.E:::h 
::::::::12::::::: 

::?::::E:::E::E:E: 
::::41696:::: 

Comprised of 
cardboard, grease  Facility 

Waste audit of Theo Lacy Jail 
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Mareht5;16;.200 -.Diversion Activity -  . 

P(01e:4!:P,!EPPOrg'solleigi..a0) types TPP000ranlYPggies err 5 online at 

LtitS//iiitis*CiWrrib,CeigOii/H 

Actual: tons 

. (A): 

: Estimated. 
or 

extrapolate: 
: • 0 tuna* 

(8) 

Total- tons7:70-Welive 

(AIR) 

:::Generation 

: 
- earCent to - 
•::Hte0:01: -:  

. Generation 

( NUS 

i•ansicipornateriaityperot: 
- : : - : : .  

. . 
::(List: programs :•.•- 
:: natireiedieterieie:::::: .  

teeet6e4:::::: 

::::apecipc.:: : 

fEa0Org‘iiii 
:::any)444::::: 
::•:•toint . .. 

type n:of:record:. 
A

l

exi
) 

 

:•: : : :•: : :•:::::::::: :.:.: 
.. : :•:•:: : :.: : : : : 

I LCCentral/PARIS/Codes/ 
.ReduCe:htin::::::::::::::::::::::::::.::•: 

2060-RC-GOV - City Facility Recycling 25 
N/A . : 

25  2 :0016:1 .. 
Comprised of office 
paper Tonnage Report - Franchise hauler. 

4050-SP-WOW - Wood Waste 1,012 H:::*::::::::::: :::::1,1211 ::.::026/* Wood waste 
Tonnage Report - West Coast 
Arborists 

9020-HH-CSC - Curbside Collection of Used Motor Oil 6 N/A::::::   6  DW:i: Used motor oil Tonnage Report - City 

'.60.10ta NO8aeeldentlekRedikatiltMH: 1 *::::::EH H.0.,442jW '4.1110]] •:47;,032], ] HIOL-114•W 
iHM::!] :T.i::::i :H::HHMiH!];HU]H?H]W]H C1:.,..H: :;i;]:-,:]H:: -, HHEH 

:Non residential :E.E.E.E.E.E.E:E:E:E:E 1,710 :::::1:;710::::  :H:44%::: ::  :.'ee:Sethion:0:::::::::  
WPWF4101E 

.:::i4.H:i:H: .:::::Sei:Seitkin9:.:....:.:.:- 

l Qllt0i!nikike01000100010000004140*OfrprOgr011i:E00000.014i i ] ! l'''" 

3010-CM-RSG - Self Haul Green Waste 
2,667 N/A.;:.:  

2687 :.:0 6%::::: , Greenwaste Tonnage Report - Franchise hauler. 

3040-CM-FWC - Food Waste Composting 887 
N/A::::: 
:IE:H:E:::: . .887::::.: 

.... 
:::::a2,16: 

Comprised of tortilla 
scraps, oranges 

Tonnage Report - City recycling 
permit reporting system 

Enter program name ::N/A: 

Enter program name :14/A . ::::: 
Enter program name .N/A:::: 

.subtotal NO04tESIdetitlat8dinPoltfedH] *0;97.4.1Thi 1110:: 5,284:: 1.1% 
64.101001::NO*Reeldeftlial.DIVOYSIOOI:.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::,:,::::::: . . ... . :::13,694::.  : : 50210 • ::::72.457::: 

•HH!HH:EH'H] ' ] ':'H:]:::;HHHH:HResidentlel/f ehtfesidehtlal DieireleliAdthritlea :i' ,::i: WHWHr: 

, 400 H .:.  

13,376 . N/A : : : : 1070 28%::::: 

Soil,dirt, and 
greenwaste. Use of 
ADC began in 1998. 

Tonnage report - Disposal 
Reporting System 

sdoi).mefai : : : Volumes obtained from on-site 
business audits. All volumes are 

1,997 WA:. . :::.1,997. : 0;464::: scrap metal, aluminum 
906 Ibs/cy 
(USEPA) 

new programs since 1990 and/or 
the increase after 1990. 

, CoriatrUctionand:dernOlititoit : : .:. 139,355 N/A- : 
.

.:.136;65: 29,396-..- 

k000.41 0096.: . : 
••::::::::. E . : ...:......:::::1::: 270 N/A : : • 270 : :: 01% : • • . • Tonnage report - Franchise MO' 

subtotal RestdeetieUNOnAesiderittal:131wertion::::::..: . ::.:::::::•::. :... ::.-. :•,:.•:-.•-••• :-• • 154999:: 158,572.:.  33,496::,: 
7otaIROS/NbriaeasodettiRediktieliTorio.2:.1::.:::::::::.: :.•:: :-.-.:: :.: -:3•941:•:.  : , •:15;191::: ::::19,841.* . :40%::::: 

toter Dbierliontaiii::.:::::::•:• - 1 1. .: : : ::: : : . : 1:191;013: .:.:59;713 • 269;720: 64% : : 
Total: ispos417Po$IMM:$00-7::::::•::::::::::::::::'::::::::. :::: :::31:M1.8:: 219;625<:• 1: : 462%::: 
:: irotMGerieratioitpionity ::::::.:::::::::::::::.::.::: :::416;03fr:: ::::09;119:-. :::479;361:: 

::Diversionttate:EHH:E:  54% 
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Board Meeting 
March 15-16, 2005 Agenda Item 

Attachment 3a 

11. For each restricted waste type [(i.e. agricultural waste, inert solids (e.g. concrete, asphalt, dirt, etc.), scrap metals and white goods 

a. If the diversion program started on or after January 1, 1990, complete the following table: 

Restricted Waste Type Specific Program name Year started Tonnage 
Inerts Caltrans highway 1999 135,530 
Inerts Direct hauled C&D loads 2000 1,942 
Scrap metal Non Extrapolated Restricted Materials (scrap metals) 1990 822 

pull down for waste types 

b. If the diversion program started before January 1, 1990, on a separate sheet, marked attachment 
please provide date of Board approval of previous submitted information.) 
If documentation is not available, go to 11d. 
• How the diversion was the result of a local action taken by the jurisdiction, which specifically 
• That the amount of that waste type diverted from the jurisdiction in 1990 was less than 
• The jurisdiction is implementing, and will continue to implement, the diversion programs 

c. If the diversion program started before January 1, 1990, and the documentation requested 

11b, provide the following 
(Date) 

resulted in the diversion [PRC 
or equal to the amount of that waste 

in its Source Reduction and Recycling 

In 11b is available (but not yet approved 
Restricted Waste Type Specific Program Name New base year or reporting year 

d. If the diversion program started before January 1, 1990, and the documentation requested in llb is not available, please complete 
Restricted Waste Type Specific Program name New base year or 1990 diversion Difference 

pull down for waste types 
pull down for waste types 
pull down for waste types 
pull down for waste types 
pull down for waste types 
pull down for waste types 
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Business Type Activity Description 

Diversion (weight in pounds) 

Conversion Factor 
(weight per count) 

Source 
Diversion 

Tons 
per year 

Source 
Reduction Recycling Metals 

SR & R 
Inerts 

SR & R 
Composting 

1 fitness/workout club no activity 
fitness/ workout club 

2 Trade show exhibits OCC recycled 2,400.00 4.0Aarge box USEPA 1.20 

Trade show exhibits Pallets reused 480.00 
401bs/5 trips per 
pallet USEPA 0.24 

Trade show exhibits 480.00 2,400.00 1.44 
3 property management no activity 

property management 

4 mfg flightpanels Computer paper 22,438.00 519.41bs/cy 
given by 
business 11.22 

mfg flightpanels White ledger 10,469.09 1cy=363.51Ibs TELLUS 5.23 

mfg flightpanels Double sided white ledger 523.45 5% of 10469 lbs 
given by 
business 0.26 

mfg flightpanels Super reuse 10,800.00 7.5Ibs/bucket 
given by 
business 5.40 

mfg flightpanels Plastic drums 750.00 15 lbs/bucket 
given by 
business 0.38 

mfg flightpanels Rubber 150,000.00 1500001bs/yr 
given by 
business 75.00 

mfg flightpanels Pallet reuse 18,460.00 7.1 lbs/fixed pallet USEPA 9.23 

mfg flightpanels Pallets fixed 2,880.00 Pallet=40Ibs/2 trips USEPA 1.44 

mfg flightpanels Firewood 8,567.78 1% of 8567781bs 
given by 
business 4.28 

mfg flightpanels Toner cartridge 150.00 
2.5lbsfloner 
cartridge USEPA 0.08 

mfg flightpanels Toner cartridge 18.00 0.1Ibs/cartridge 
given by 
business 0.01 

mfg flightpanels 41,981.23 183,075.09 112.53 
5 freight company pallet recycling 120,000.00 40 lbs/pallet USEPA 60.00 

freight company fax cartridge return 22.50 2.5 lbs/each USEPA 0.01 

freight company retread tires annually 9,600.00 
2/3 weight of 80 lb 
truck tire USEPA 4,80 

freight company 9,622.50 120,000.00 64.81 

6 Paint manufacturer Switch from !craft bags 7,200.00 
50 paper 
sacks=1 lbs USEPA 3.60 

Paint manufacturer sell old fiber drums 5,400.00 15 lbs/drum field weight 2.70 

Paint manufacturer plastic bucket reuse 494.00 1.9 lbs/5 glln bucket USEPA 0.25 
Paint manufacturer 13,094.00 6.55 

7 grocery store recycle 0CC 255,500.00 700 lbs/bale USEPA 127.75 
grocery store reuse plastic 5 gal bucket 790.40 1.9 lbs/bucket USEPA 0.40 
grocery store recycle film plastic 7,176.45 22.55 Ibs/cy Tellus 3.59 
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Business Type Activity Description 

Diversion (weight in pounds) 

Conversion Factor 
(weight per count) 

Source 

AnarmitusmigtiL 

Diversion 
Tons 

per year 

2 of 

,11,  

37 

Source 
Reduction Recycling Metals 

SR & R 
Inerts 

SR & R 
Composting 

grocery store recycle meat renderings 7500.00 57 lbs/cf FEECO 3.90 
grocery store recycle grease 21,307.00 7.45 lbs/gal USEPA 10.65 
grocery store plastic totes displace OCC 5,720.00 2.2 lbs/box USEPA 2.86 
grocery store bread donations 3,650.00 18 lbs/cf FEECO 1.83 
grocery store OCC - reuse 20,020.00 2.2 lbs/box 10.01 
grocery store pallet reuse 47,840,00 40 lbs/ pallet USEPA 23.92 
grocery store 78520.40 291,783.45 184.90 

8 grocery store recycle OCC 522,402.40 700 lbs/bale USEPA 261.20 
grocery store recycle film plastic 1,300.00 22.55 Ibs/cy Tellus 0.65 
grocery store pallet reuse 20,800.00 
grocery store 523,702.40 261.85 

9 window/doors remodeling recycle office paper 1,141.14 .77 lbs/gal USEPA 0.57 

window/doors remodeling 1,141.14 0.57 

10 movie theaters uses sign instead of pamphlets 156.00 5 lbs/ 500 sheets USEPA 0.08 

movie theaters uses concentrated soap 2,138.40 0.33 lbs/ HDPE gal USEPA 1.07 
movie theaters pallets returned to vendor 4,760.00 40 lbs/pallet USEPA 2.38 
movie theaters OCC recycling w/mall 13,832.00 1.1 - 2.2 lbs/box USEPA 6.92 
movie theaters 7,054.40 13,832.00 10.44 

11 Plumbing OCC pick up by scavenger 1,144.00 2.2Ibs/med box USEPA 0.57 
Plumbing 1,144.00 0.57 

12 furniture makers OCC pick up scavenger 3,906.24 flat 1 cy=50.081bs TELLUS 1.95 
furniture makers OCC reuse 3,906.24 flat 1 cy=50.081bs TELLUS 1.95 

furniture makers Pallet reuse 10,400.00 Pallet=401bs/5 trips USEPA 5.20 

furniture makers Wood crates donated 1500.00 20Ibs/crate 
given by 
business 0.80 

furniture makers 15,906.24 3,906.24 9.91 
13 sheetmetal fabrication OCC reuse 17,160.00 2.21bs/med box USEPA 8.58 

sheetmetal fabrication Scrap metal 156,000.00 6000Ibs/2weeks 
given by 
business 

sheetmetal fabrication Pallet pick up by scavenger 166,400.00 pallet=401bs USEPA 83.20 
sheetmetal fabrication 17,160.00 166,400.00 156,000.00 91.78 

14 Textiles services Pallet recycler 24,000.00 40 lbs/pallet USEPA 12.00 
Textiles services OCC recycled 7,812.48 50.08 Ibs/cy USEPA 3.91 

Textiles services Sell textiles 48,000.00 4000 lbs/month 
given by 
business 24.00 

Textiles services 48,000.00 31,812.48 39.91 

15 
concrete block 
manufacturing recycle CPO 3,372.20 655 Ibs/cy USEPA 1.69 
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Business Type Activity Description 

Diversion (weight in pounds) 

Conversion Factor 
(weight per count) 

Source 
Diversion 

Tons 
per year 

Source 
Reduction Recycling Metals 

SR & R 
Inerts 

SR & R 
Composting 

concrete block 
manufacturing reuse pallets 312,000.00 

40 lbs/5 = 8 
lbs/pallet CIWMB 156.00 

concrete block 
manufacturing recycle concrete 52,000.00 

business 
weight - 

concrete block 
manufacturing concrete block overage 120,000.00 

business 
weight - 

concrete block 
manufacturing 312,000.00 3,372.20 172,000.00 157.69 

16 mfg die cast Office paper 6,006.00 33ga1 bin=23.1Ibs USEPA 3.00 
mfg die cast OCC reuse 780.00 1.5Ibs/med box USEPA 0.39 
mfg die cast Totes 1,144.00 1.1Ibs/small box USEPA 0.57 
mfg die cast Pallets reused 2,400.00 Pallet=401bs/51bs USEPA 1.20 

4,324.00 6,006.00 5.17 mfg die cast 

17 Auto parts Pallets reused 1,920.00 
401b8/5 trips per 
pallet USEPA 0.96 

Auto parts 1,920.00 0.96 

18 water bottling company 0CC 357,200.00 20001bs/yr 
given by 
business 178.60 

water bottling company 0CC reuse 11,700.00 1.51bs/med box USEPA 5.85 

water bottling company Polycarbonate container 167,200.00 83.6 tons/yr 
given by 
business 83.60 

water bottling company Redesigned bottles 4,290.00 1.5 lbs/bottle 
given by 
business 2.15 

water bottling company Sell bottles 2,600.00 1.5 lbs/bottle 
given by 
business 1.30 

water bottling company Buy bulk containers 96.80 1.1 lbs/small box USEPA 0.05 

water bottling company Pallet recycler 608,000.00 308 tons/yr 
given by 
business 304.00 

water bottling company Pallets repaired 83,200.00 Pallet=401bs/2 trips USEPA 41.60 

water bottling company Pallet reuse 624,000.00 7lbs/wk USEPA 312.00 

water bottling company 725,886.80 1,132,400.00 929.14 

19 Shipping/moving Pallets by scavengers 2,040.00 Pallet=40Ibs USEPA 1.02 
Shipping/moving Truck tires 21,600.00 Tire truck=601bs USEPA 10.80 
Shipping/moving 2,040.00 21,600.00 11.82 

20 Financial Institution office paper 3,603.60 33gal=23.1 lbs USEPA 1.80 
Financial Institution 0CC 1,144.00 1.1 lbs/small box USEPA 0.57 
Financial Institution 1,144.00 3,603.60 2.37 

21 Bank Instashred takes paper 4,404.40 55 931=42.35 lbs USEPA 2.20 
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Business Type Activity Description 

(weight in pounds) 

Conversion Factor 
(weight per count) 

"`Diversion 

Source 
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Diversion 
Tons 
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Source 
Reduction Recycling Metals 

SR & R 
Inerts 

SR & R 
Composting 

Bank Toner recycled 30.00 2.5 lbs/cartridge USEPA 0.02 
Bank 4,434.40 2.22 

22 restaurant recycle grease 819.50 7.45 lbs/gal USEPA 0.41 
restaurant 819.50 0.41 

23 Belt drive sales OCC sent to DC 2,288.00 2.2 lbs/med box USEPA 1.14 
Belt drive sales Pallets reused 5,408.00 401bs/5 trips USEPA 2.70 
Belt drive sales 5408.00 2,288.00 3.85 

24 
headquarters- 
pharmaceutical co. OCC 3,906.24 

1 cy flat OCC=50.08 
lbs TELLUS 1.95 

headquarters-
pharmaceutical co. Office paper 30,030.00 33 gal binr-t23.11bs USEPA 15.02 
headquarters-
pharmaceutical co. Pallet Scavenger 10,400.00 40 lbs/ pallet USEPA 5.20 
headquarters-
pharmaceutical co. toner cartridges 910.00 2.5 lbs/cartridge USEPA 0.46 
headquarters- 
pharmaceutical co. OCC reuse 3,906.24 

1 cy flat OCC=50.08 
lbs TELLUS 1.95 

headquarters-
pharmaceutical co. Totes 400.40 1.1Ibs/small box USEPA 0.20 
headquarters- 
pharmaceutical co. Double siding 10,400.00 

50 lbs/case (20% of 
purchased) 

given by 
business 5.20 

headquarters- 
pharmaceutical co. sell furniture 600.00 

25 lbs/ pc of 
furniture 

given by 
business 0.30 

headquarters-
pharmaceutical co. 15,306.64 45,246.24 30.28 

28 Sporting good store OCC recycled 13,728.00 2.2Ibs/med box USEPA 6.86 
Sporting good store OCC recycled 6,240.00 41bsAarge box USEPA 3.12 
Sporting good store 19,968.00 9.98 

26 Video rental OCC reused 2,059.20 2.2 lbs/med box USEPA 1.03 

Video rental Plastic covers reused 5,616.00 .3 lbs/cover 
given by 
business 2.81 

Video rental 7,675.20 3.84 

27 book & coffee shop 42,057.60 
1.1 lb/box & 363.5 
Ib/cy USEPA 21.03 OCC & paper recycling 

book & coffee shop emp reuses own mugs 109.50 0.14 lb/cup field study 0.05 

book & coffee shop 
broken pallets recycled by 
scavenger 960.00 40 lbs/pallet USEPA 0.48 

book & coffee shop pallets reused for send backs 1,600.00 40 lbs/pallet USEPA 0.80 

book & coffee shop broken CD players to mfgr 400.00 16 lbs/ea 
given by 
business 0.20 

book & coffee shop 2,109.50 43,017.60 22.56 

28 Fast food Grease trap recycled 17,433.00 7.451bs/gal grease USEPA 8.72 
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X Business Type 
mSource 

Activity Description 

Diversion (weight in pounds) 

Conversion Factor 
(weight per count) 

Source 
Diversion 

Tons 
per year 

Reduction Recycling Metals 
SR & R 

Inerts 
SR & R 

Composting 

Fast food 17,433.00 8.72 

29 Fast food Grease trap recycled 21,791.25 7.45Ibs/gal grease USEPA 10.90 
Fast food OCC-scavenger 2,604.16 50.08 Ibs/cy USEPA 1.30 
Fast food 24,395.41 12.20 

30 OCC pick up by scavenger 5,720.00 2.2 lbs/med box USEPA 2.86 

Pallet reuse 4,160.00 40 lbs/5 trips USEPA 2.08 
4,160.00 5,720.00 4.94 

31 Plastic bottle package OCC recycler 1,144.00 2.2 lbs/med box USEPA 0.57 
Plastic bottle package OCC reuse 3,432.00 2.2 lbs/med box USEPA 1.72 

Plastic bottle package HDPE recycled 2,600.00 6501bs/3 month 
given by 
business 1.30 

Plastic bottle package Pallets reused 16,640.00 
40Ibs5 trips per 
pallet USEPA 8.32 

Plastic bottle package 20,072.00 3,744.00 11.91 

32 
environmental instrument 
assembly reuse OCC 858.00 1.65 lbs/box USEPA 0.43 
environmental instrument 
assembly plastic totes displace OCC 2,002.00 2.2 lbs/box USEPA 1.00 
environmental instrument 
assembly scratch paper use 60.00 5 lbs/ream USEPA 0.03 
environmental instrument 
assembly reuse pallets 432.00 

40 lbs/5 = 8 
lbs/pallet USEPA 0.22 

environmental instrument 
assembly 3,352.00 1.68 

33 Drywall Office paper w/ Shred-it 277.20 33ga1 bin=23.1Ibs USEPA 0.14 
Drywall pallets-scavenger 4,800.00 40 lbs/pallet USEPA 2.40 
Drywall 5,077.20 2.54 

34 pharmacy store no activity 
pharmacy store 

35 Fast food HDPE reused 4.00 HDPE=.11bs USEPA 0.00 

Fast food 9,840.00 7.451bs/gal grease USEPA 4.92 Grease trap recycled 
Fast food 4.00 9,840.00 4.92 

36 Market OCC pick up by scavenger 15,600.00 50 Ibs/cy USEPA 7.80 

Market Grease recycled 4,920.00 4101bs/55ga1 USEPA 2.46 

Market Meat scraps 5,200.00 2001bs/2wk 
given by 
business 2.60 

Market Pallets reused 2,912.00 40Ibs5 trips USEPA 1.46 
Market 2,912.00 25,720.00 14.32 

37 mattress sellers OCC pick up by scavenger 3,536.00 4 lbs/med box USEPA 1.77 
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Source 
Reduction Recycling Metals 

SR & R 
Inerts 

SR & R 
Composting 

mattress sellers mattress - scavenger 43,334.20 
166.67 lbs/ dbl size 
bed LA study 21.67 

mattress sellers 46,870.20 23A4 

38 metal manufacturing OCC reuse 2,604.14 
OCC flat&loose 
50.081bs USEPA 1.30 

metal manufacturing 2,604.14 1.30 
39 medical center OCC 36,400.00 700Ibs/bale USEPA 18.20 

medical center Office paper 56,707.56 1cy=363.51bs USEPA 28.35 

medical center New reusable gowns 14,600.00 0.21bs/day 
given by 
business 7.30 

medical center Venders take back pallets 4,160.00 Pallet=401bs USEPA 2.08 
medical center 18,760.00 93,107.56 55.93 

40 School Paper reuse 26000 1ream=51bs USEPA 0.13 
School 260.00 0.13 

41 electronics - retail recycle OCC 2,604.16 50.08 Ibs/cy Tellus 1.30 
electronics - retail reuse OCC 4,641.00 2.55 lbs/box USEPA 2.32 
electronics - retail double-sided copies 260.00 5 lbs/ream USEPA 0.13 
electronics - retail plastic totes displace OCC 7,800.00 1.5 lbs/box USEPA 3.90 
electronics-retail 12,701.00 2,604.16 7.65 

42 
photographic 
development distribution recycle mixed paper 2,617.27 363.51 Ibs/cy USEPA 1.31 

photographic 
development distribution reuse OCC 2,652.00 2.55 lbs/box USEPA 1.33 

photographic 
development distribution 2,652.00 2,617.27 2.63 

43 Computer tape drives OCC reuse 5,720.00 2.21bs/med box USEPA 2.86 

Computer tape drives Pallet reuse 192.00 40 lbs/5 trips USEPA 0.10 
Computer tape drives Toner 30.00 2.5 lbs/cartridge USEPA 0.02 
Computer tape drives 5,912.00 30.00 2.97 

44 mfg precision board OCC reuse 234.00 1.5Ibs/med box USEPA 0.12 

mfg precision board Donate scraps to schools 18,000.00 45001bs/3mo 
given by 
business 9.00 

mfg precision board Pallets reused 1,872.00 Pallet=401bs/5 trips USEPA 0.94 

mfg precision board Pallets scavenger 2,040.00 Pallet=401bs USEPA 1.02 

mfg precision board metal cage displace pallets 5,400.00 Pallet=401bs/5 trips USEPA 2.70 
mfg precision board 25,506.00 2,040.00 13.77 
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Cc' Business Type Activity Description 

Diversion (weight in pounds) 

Conversion Factor 
(weight per count) 

Source 
Diversion 

Tons 
per year 

Source 
Reduction Recycling Metals 

SR & R 
Inerts 

SR & R 
Composting 

45 distribution warehouse recycle OCC 17,305.60 16.64 lbsky Tellus 8.65 

distribution warehouse reuse OCC 54,340.00 2.2 lbs/box USEPA 27.17 

distribution warehouse Al scrap (no CR\O 23,114.00 .89 lbs/case USEPA - 

distribution warehouse plastic scrap 14,976.00 
32 lbs/cy hdpe and 
pet USEPA 7.49 

distribution warehouse 54,340.00 32,281.60 23,114.00 43.31 
46 restaurant recycle OCC 18,564.00 2.55 lbs/box USEPA 9.28 

restaurant reuse OCC 343.20 2.2 lbs/box USEPA 0.17 
restaurant recycle grease 14,355.00 7.45 lbs/gal USEPA 7.18 
restaurant 343.20 32,919.00 16.63 

47 Restaurant OCC pick up by scavenger 7,800.00 501bs/cy flat loose USEPA 3.90 

Restaurant grease vat 4,920.00 55gal drum=410Ibs USEPA 2.46 
Restaurant 12,720.00 6.36 

48 OCC mfg OCC large bales - recycled 2,080,000.00 800 lbs/bale 
given by 
business 1,040.00 

OCC mfg pallets recycled 236,080.00 40 lbs/pallet USEPA 118.04 

OCC mfg OCC reuse for tonnage 260,000.00 1000 lbs/day 
given by 
business 130.00 

OCC mfg pallets reused 208,000.00 40 lbs/pallet USEPA 104.00 
OCC mfg 468,000.00 2,316,080.00 1,392.04 

49 
Wildlife telemetry 
equipment Pallets recycled 800.00 401bs/pallet USEPA 0.40 
Wildlife telemetry 
equipment 800.00 0.40 

50 mortgage OCC reuse 1,144.00 2.2 lbs/med box USEPA 0.57 
mortgage 1,144.00 0.57 

51 steel coating recycle OCC 25,000.00 
business 
weight 12.50 

steel coating reuse OCC cores 16,800.00 
business 
weight 8.40 

steel coating recycle wh ldgr 30,000.00 
business 
weight 15.00 

steel coating reuse OCC 1,430.00 1.1 lbs/box USEPA 0.72 
steel coating recycle scrap metal 434,880.00 906 Ibs/cy USEPA 
steel coating reuse 5 gal buckets 399.00 1.9 lbs/bucket USEPA 0.20 

steel coating reuse pallets 33,600.00 
40 lbs/5 = 8 
lbs/pallet CIWMB 16.80 

steel coating reuse scrap wood 13,996.60 329.53 Ibs/cy Tellus 7.00 
steel coating 66,225.60 55,000.00 434,880.00 60.61 
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Source 
Reduction Recycling Metals 

SR & R 
Inerts 

SR & R 
Composting 

52 Machinery OCC picked up by scavenger 1,372.80 2.21bs/med box USEPA 0.69 
Machinery Office paper reused 2,602.60 13 gal=10.01 USEPA 1.30 

Machinery Recycle scrap metal 3,900.00 75 lbs/wk 
given by 
business 

Machinery Packing material reused 78.00 33 gal=1 .5 lbs USEPA 0.04 

Machinery Pallet reuse 416.00 401bs/5 trips USEPA 0.21 
Machinery Toner recycled 2.50 2.5 lbs/cartridge USEPA 0.00 
Machinery 3,096.60 1,375.30 3,900.00 2.24 

53 hotel recycle OCC 5,033.60 2.2 lbs/box USEPA 2.52 
hotel reuse OCC 1,060.80 2.55 lbs/box USEPA 0.53 
hotel reuse gal jugs 43.68 .42 lbs/jug USEPA 0.02 
hotel recycle grease 4,920.00 7.45 lbs/gal USEPA 2.46 

hotel food donations 2,600.00 50 lbs/wk 
business 
weight 1.30 

hotel towels - reuse as rags 1,560.00 
30 lbs/ 33 glln mixed 
clothes field weight 0.78 

hotel 5,264.48 9,953.60 7.61 

54 
Installation & design a/c 
and heating OCC pick up by scavenger 2,600.00 

OCC stacked 
1cy=50 lbs USEPA 1.30 

Installation & design a/c 
and heating pallets reused by employees 1,664.00 pallet=401bs/5 trips USEPA 0.83 
Installation & design a/c 
and heating metal 906 Ibs/cy USEPA - 
Installation & design a/c 
and heating 4,264.00 0.00 2.13 

55 electrical distribution reuse OCC 28,177.50 2.55 lbs/box USEPA 14.09 

electrical distribution reuse pallets 2,080.00 
40 lbs/5 = 8 
lbs/pallet CIWMB 1.04 

electrical distribution 30,257.50 15.13 
56 Petroleum Equipment reuse cardboard 220.00 2.21bs/med box USEPA 0.11 

Petroleum Equipment metal recycler 47,112.00 
9061bs per cy metal 
scraps USEPA 23.56 

Petroleum Equipment pallets sent to DC 1,040.00 pallet=401bs/5 trips USEPA 0.52 
Petroleum Equipment 1,040.00 220.00 47,112.00 24.19 

57 mfg wood speakers OCC unflattened 51,916.80 whole 1cy=16.64Ibs TELLUS 25.96 
mfg wood speakers OCC reuse 120,000.00 0.5 lbs/box USEPA 60.00 

mfg wood speakers Pallets sold 104,000.00 Pallet=401bs USEPA 52.00 

mfg wood speakers Pallets reused w/ fixing onsite 36,920.00 7.1Ibs/pallet USEPA 18.46 
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Inerts 

SR & R 
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mfg wood speakers Pallets-fixed 5200.00 Pallet=401bs/2 trips USEPA 2.60 

mfg wood speakers Sawdust 270,000.00 1cy=375Ibs TELLUS 135.00 
mfg wood speakers 162,120.00 425,916.80 294.02 

58 metal fabrication reuse OCC 264.00 2.2 lbs/box USEPA 0.13 
metal fabrication skids displace OCC (large) 1,144.00 4 lbs/box USEPA 0.57 
metal fabrication recycle scrap metal 44,896.33 906 lbs/cy USEPA 
metal fabrication 1,408.00 44,896.33 0.70 

59 mfg graphite stress fabric OCC 9,600.00 501bs/cy USEPA 4.80 

mfg graphite stress fabric File purge 2,400.00 40Ibs/box 
given by 
business 1.20 

mfg graphite stress fabric OCC reuse 6,500.00 stacked 1cy=50Ibs USEPA 3.25 

mfg graphite stress fabric Cores reused 24,960.00 Pallet=40Ibs/5 trips USEPA 1.2.48 

mfg graphite stress fabric Broken pallets 153,600.00 Pallet=40Ibs USEPA 76.80 

mfg graphite stress fabric Pallets 37,440.00 Pallet=40Ibs/5 trips USEPA 18.72 

mfg graphite stress fabric 68,900.00 165,600.00 117.25 

60 car service OCC pick up by scavenger 1,144.00 2.2Ibs/medium box USEPA 0.57 
car service Toner cartridge 30.00 2.5Ibs/cartridge USEPA 0.02 
car service metal scrap 36,000.00 906 lbsky USEPA 18.00 
car service 37,174.00 18.59 

61 sports bar recycle grease 21,307.00 7.45 lbs/gal USEPA 10.65 
sports bar 21,307.00 10.65 

62 Screen printer OCC reuse 572.00 1.1 lbs/small box USEPA 0.29 
Screen printer 572.00 0.29 

63 maintenance OCC pick up scavenger 1,040.00 Pallet=401bs USEPA 0.52 
maintenance Metal pick up by scavenger 72,000.00 6000lbs/month USEPA 
maintenance 1,040.00 72,000.00 0.52 

64 Fast food OCC by hauler 7,800.00 501bs/cy flat loose USEPA 3.90 

Fast food hand dryer use 300.00 25Ibs/month 
given by 
business 0.15 

Fast food grease vat 1,788.00 7.45Is/gal oil USEPA 0.89 
Fast food 2,088.00 7,800.00 4.94 

65 Fast food Grease trap recycled 2,980.00 7.451bs/gal grease USEPA 1.49 
Fast food 2,980.00 1.49 

66 Fast food OCC recycled 16,016.00 2.2Ibs/med box USEPA 8.01 
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SR & R 
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Fast food Other organic 2,980.00 7.45Ibs/gal grease USEPA 1.49 
Fast food 18,996.00 9.50 

67 restaurant grease 10,660.00 7.45 lbs/ grease USEPA 5.33 
restaurant occ reuse 390.00 1.5 lbs/med occ USEPA 0.20 
restaurant 390.00 10,660.00 5.53 

68 Screen printers recycle OCC 2,288.00 2.2 lbs/med box USEPA 1.14 

Screen printers recycle paper 609.84 
33 gal office 
paper=25.41Ibs USEPA 0.30 

Screen printers recycle OCC spools 130.00 0.5 lbs/spool USEPA 0.07 

Screen printers reuse plastic bottles 52.00 
12 oz. plastic 
container USEPA 0.03 

Screen printers pallets pick up by scavenger 2,640.00 pallet=401bs USEPA 1.32 

Screen printers pallets reused for shipping 12,480.00 pallet=40Ibs/5 trips USEPA 6.24 

Screen printers T-shirts reuse to run prints 312.00 Gibs of T-shirts 
business 
weight 0.16 

Screen printers 12,844.00 5,667.84 9.26 
69 junk mail advertising Paper 510,368.04 363.5Ibs/cy USEPA 255.18 

junk mail advertising Shredded paper recycled 174,484.80 363.5Ibs/cy USEPA 87.24 
junk mail advertising OCC recycle 60,096.00 50 lbs/cy USEPA 30.05 
junk mail advertising OCC reuse 11,440.00 1.1Ibs/small box USEPA 5.72 

junk mail advertising Pallets recycled 104,000.00 40Ibs/pallet USEPA 52.00 
junk mail advertising 11,440.00 848,948.84 430.19 

70 drum refurbished Pallet pick up by scavenger 9,600.00 Pallet=40Ibs USEPA 4.80 
drum refurbished 9600.00 4.80 

71 Hotel White ledger recycled 6,006.00 33 gal=23.1 lbs USEPA 3.00 
Hotel OCC baled 15,600.00 300 lbs/bale USEPA 7.80 
Hotel Paper reuse 60.00 1 ream=5 lbs USEPA 0.03 
Hotel Toner recycled 15.00 2.5 lbs/cartridge USEPA 0.01 

Hotel Sell used furniture 200.00 25 lbs each piece 
given by 
business 0.10 

Hotel Used sheets donated 400.00 40 lbs/box 
given by 
business 020 

Hotel Towels reused 180.00 18 lbs/box 
given by 
business 0.09 

Hotel 840.00 21,621.00 11.23 
72 Drawer manufacturer OCC reuse 1,716.00 2.21bs/med box USEPA 0.86 

Drawer manufacturer Pallet reused 9,600.00 
401bs/5 trip per 
pallet USEPA 4.80 

Drawer manufacturer Wood scraps reused 4,200.00 3501bs/month 
given by 
business 2.10 
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Drawer manufacturer Toner refilled 150.00 2.5Ibskartridge USEPA 0.08 
Drawer manufacturer 15566.00 7.83 

73 
entertainment gokart race 
track Gallon jugs reused 79.20 

Gallon HDPE 
jug=0.33Ibs USEPA 0.04 

entertainment gokart race 
track Pallets 1,440.00 Pallet=40Ibs USEPA 0.72 
entertainment gokart race 
track 1519.20 0.76 

74 general goods retail recycle OCC 38,400.00 400 lbs/bale USEPA 19.20 
general goods retail notebook donations 127.05 USEPA 0.06 
general goods retail plastic totes displace OCC 5,434.00 2.2 lbs/box USEPA 2.72 
general goods retail reuse OCC 4541.00 2.55 lbs/box USEPA 2.32 
general goods retail reuse styfm pnuts 29.59 6.27 lbs/cy Tellus 0.01 

general goods retail reuse pallets 2,080.00 
40 lbs/5 = 8 
lbs/pallet CIWMB 1.04 

general goods retail 12,311.64 38,400.00 25.36 
75 metal processing OCC reuse 28,600.00 2.21bs/med box USEPA 14.30 

metal processing paper reuse as packaging 260.00 5 lbs/wk 
given by 
business 0.13 

metal processing pallets sent back to DC 18,720.00 
pallet=40Ibs/5 
tripsUSEPA USEPA 9.36 

metal processing 28,860.00 18,720.00 23.79 
76 Furniture distribution Office paper recycled 2,602.60 13931=10.01 lbs USEPA 1.30 

Furniture distribution OCC recycled 26,041.00 1cy=50.08 lbs Tellus 13.02 

Furniture distribution Pallet pick up by scavenger 156,000.00 40 lbs/pallet USEPA 78.00 
Furniture distribution 184,643.60 92.32 

77 Mexican restaurant OCC pick up by scavenger 5,200.00 501bs/cy USEPA 2.60 

Mexican restaurant Grease recycled 4,920.00 4101bs=55 gal USEPA 2.46 
Mexican restaurant 10,120.00 5.06 

78 Fast food Grease trap recycled 2,980.00 7.451bs/gal grease USEPA 1.49 
Fast food 2,980.00 1.49 

79 Contractor/pipe cleaning OCC pick up by scavenger 600.00 21bs/med box USEPA 0.30 

Contractor/pipe cleaning Reuse paper 1,201.20 33931=23.11bs USEPA 0.60 

Contractor/pipe cleaning 1,201.20 600.00 0.90 
80 packaging material OCC 5,859.36 flat 1cy=50.08Ibs TELLUS 2.93 

packaging material OCC reused 12,168.00 1.51bs/med box USEPA 6.08 

packaging material Pallets reused 10,400.00 Pallet=40Ibs/5 trips USEPA 5.20 
packaging material 22,568.00 5,859.36 14.21 
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SR & R 
Inerts 

SR & R 
Composting 

81 Parochial Institution Shredded paper reuse 416.00 33gal=131bs USEPA 0.21 
Parochial Institution 416.00 0.21 

82 credit agency OCC 5,850.00 1.5Ibs/med box USEPA 2.93 

credit agency Office paper 2,080,000.00 20 tons/wk 
given by 
business 1,040.00 

credit agency ONP 7,800.00 150Ibs/wk USEPA 3.90 

credit agency 
computerized changes-reduction 
in paper 24,000.00 50 lbs/ WL box USEPA 12.00 

credit agency OCC reuse 2,310.00 1.11bs/small box USEPA 1.16 

credit agency Scratch paper 600.00 50Ibs/mo 
given by 
business 0.30 

credit agency Junk mail elimination 2,600.00 10Ibs/day 
given by 
business 1.30 

credit agency Bill payment electronic now 2,000.00 501bsbwk 
given by 
business 1.00 

credit agency Pallets taken back to DC 8,320.00 Pallet=401bs/5 trips USEPA 4.16 
credit agency Toner cartridge 780.00 2.51bs/cartridge USEPA 0.39 
credit agency 39,830.00 2,094,430.00 1,067.13 

83 textiles-mfg OCC bales 52,000.00 20011as/bale USEPA 26.00 
textiles-mfg OCC reuse 390.00 1.51bs/med box USEPA 0.20 
textiles-mfg OCC cones 2,600.00 2 lbs/med box USEPA 1.30 

textiles-mfg Plastic spools 520.00 10Ibs/spool 
given by 
business 0.26 

textiles-mfg Pallet pick up scavenger 12,480.00 Pallets=401bs USEPA 6.24 

textiles-mfg Pallet reuse 2,080.00 Pallets=401bs/5 trips USEPA 1.04 

textiles-mfg Fabric sold 2,400.00 801bs/2.5mo 
given by 
business 1.20 

textiles-mfg Fabric donated 4,160.00 80Ibs/bale 
given by 
business 2.08 

textiles-mfg Fabric reuse 4,160.00 80Ibs/bale 
given by 
business 2.08 

textiles-mfg Quilt strips sold 18,000.00 80Ibs/bale 
given by 
business 9.00 

textiles-mfg 34,310.00 64,480.00 49.40 
84 Financial services Instashred picks up 800.80 0.77Ibs/gal USEPA 0.40 

Financial services OCC reused by employees 572.00 2.21bs/med box USEPA 0.29 
Financial services toner sent back 90.00 2.5 lbs/cartridge USEPA 0.05 
Financial services 1,462.80 0.73 

85 Investment & loans Shred-it takes paper 3,985.80 0.24 lbs/gal USEPA 1.99 
Investment & loans Toner recycled 30.00 2.5 lbs/cartridge USEPA 0.02 
Investment & loans 
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86 
Plastic product 
distribution Pallet reuse 20,800.00 40 lbs/5 trips USEPA 10.40 
Plastic product 
distribution Pallet pick up by scavengers 166,400.00 40 lbs/pallet USEPA 83.20 
Plastic product 
distribution pallets-firewood 3,360.00 40 lbs/pallet 1.68 
Plastic product 
distribution 24,160.00 170,415.80 97.29 

87 Foam mfg OCC recycled 7,987.20 
16.64 Ibs/cy of 
unflattened occ USEPA 3.99 

Foam mfg metal scrap 108,720.00 906 lbsky USEPA 

Foam mfg plastic film - sold 40,000.00 
80 lbs/500 yds of 
film 

given by 
business 20.00 

Foam mfg pallets-recycled 24,000.00 40 lbs/pallet USEPA 12.00 

Foam mfg chipboard cores - reused 2,600.00 5 lbs/occ core 
given by 
business 1.30 

Foam mfg pallets - fixed 7,800.00 
50 lbs credit / 100 lb 
pallet fixed 

given by 
business 3.90 

Foam mfg 10,400.00 71,987.20 108,720.00 41.19 

88 Coffee service Double side paper 1,040.00 10 sheets=0.12Ibs USEPA 0.52 

Coffee service Pallet pick up by scavenger 26,000.00 401bs/pallet USEPA 13.00 

Coffee service Pallets sent back 12,480.00 
40Ibs/5 trips per 
pallet USEPA 6.24 

Coffee service 13,520.00 26,000.00 19.76 
89 auto dealer no activity 

auto dealer - 

90 auto dealer pallet reuse 15,600.00 401bs/pallet / 5 trips USEPA 7.80 
auto dealer 15,600.00 7.80 

91 Financial institution OCC pick up by scavenger 572.00 2.2 lbs/med box USEPA 0.29 
Financial institution 572.00 0.29 

92 Insurance carrier OCC reuse 312.00 312 lbs 
given by 
business 0.16 

Insurance carrier 
computerized changes-reduction 
in paper 2,600.00 50 lbs/box 

given by 
business 1.30 

Insurance carrier 10,000.00 6000016s/6 yrs 
given by 
business 5.00 Shredded paper purge 

Insurance carrier Toner recycled 20.00 2.5 lbs/cartridge USEPA 0.01 
Insurance carrier 2,912.00 10,020.00 6.47 

93 panel installation OCC flat 13,020.80 flat 1cy=50.081bs TELLUS 6.51 

panel installation Pallet pick up by scavenger 20,800.00 Pallet=401bs USEPA 10.40 
panel installation 20,800.00 13,020.80 16.91 
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94 wood furniture mfg OCC bales 42,000.00 700Ibs/bale USEPA 21.00 
wood furniture mfg OCC reuse 7,800.00 1.51bs/med box USEPA 3.90 

wood furniture mfg Pallets reused 14,976.00 Pallet=40Ibs/5 trips USEPA 7.49 

wood furniture mfg Pallet pick up by scavenger 2,496.00 Pallet=40Ibs USEPA 1.25 

wood furniture mfg Wood scraps donated 13,181.20 1cy=329.53Ibs TELLUS 6.59 

wood furniture mfg 

woodscrap reuse (damaged 

26,000.00 500Ibs/wk 
given by 
business 13.00 

furniture dismantled/plywood 
pieces from packaging reused) 

wood furniture mfg wood scrap- recycled 790,872.00 395.44 

wood furniture mfg sawdust-recycled 900,000.00 450.00 
wood furniture mfg 61,957.20 1,735,368.00 898.66 

95 install sprinklers toner cartridge 75.00 2.5Ibs/cartridge USEPA 0.04 
install sprinklers 75.00 0.04 

96 Distribute products Office paper 520.52 13 931=10.01 lbs USEPA 0.26 
Distribute products 520.52 0.26 

97 Electronic engineering OCC pick up by scavenger 3,432.00 2.2 lbs/med box USEPA 1.72 
Electronic engineering Packaging material 70.20 0.45 lbs/gal USEPA 0.04 

Electronic engineering Wooden spools 1,560.00 5 lbs/ spool 
given by 
business 0.78 

Electronic engineering 70.20 4,992.00 2.53 
98 electronics retail no activity 

electronics retail 
99 restaurants OCC reuse 286.00 1.1Ibs/small box USEPA 0.14 

restaurants Grease trap 38,280.00 7.451bs/gal oil USEPA 19.14 
restaurants 286.00 38,280.00 19.28 

100 tortilla chips OCC 52,000.00 2000IbsMk 
given by 
business 26.00 

tortilla chips OCC reuse 2,860.00 2.21bs/medium box USEPA 1.43 
tortilla chips OCC reuse 5,200.00 4 lbsAarge box USEPA 2.60 

tortilla chips Pallets 83,200.00 pallet=40Ibs/5 trips USEPA 41.60 

tortilla chips Grease trap 165,880.00 lcy=1595Ibs UCLA 82.94 
tortilla chips 91,260.00 217,880.00 154.57 

101 Insurance agents White paper recycled 1,201.20 33 gal/23.1 lbs USEPA 0.60 
Insurance agents Double siding paper 260.00 1 ream=5Ibs USEPA 0.13 
Insurance agents Toner cartridges 25.00 2.5 lbs/cartridges USEPA 0.01 
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Insurance agents 260.00 1226.20 0.74 
102 Machining Newspaper 7,800.00 81bs/33ga1 USEPA 3.90 

Machining OCC reuse 7,800.00 1.5Ibs/med box USEPA 3.90 
Machining Scrap metal 434,800.00 906Ibs/cy USEPA 

Machining Pallet reuse 4,800.00 401b5/5 trips USEPA 2.40 
Machining 20,400.00 434,800.00 10.20 

103 
mfg dry wall finishing 
product OCC reuse 18,000.00 1.5Ibs/med box USEPA 9.00 
mfg dry wall finishing 
product Pallets sold 480,000.00 Pallet=401bs USEPA 240.00 
mfg dry wall finishing 
product Switch to efficient machines 171,600.00 33001bs/wk 

given by 
business 85.80 

mfg dry wall finishing 
product 171,600.00 498,000.00 334.80 

104 Training center OCC recycle by hauler 22,880.00 2.2 lbs/med box USEPA 11.44 
Training center OCC reuse for shipping 11,440.00 1.1 lbs/small box USEPA 5.72 

Training center shredded paper 2,600.00 48.361bs/cy 
given by 
business 1.30 

Training center pallets returned to DC 6,240.00 pallet=401bs/5 trips USEPA 3.12 
Training center 20,280.00 22,880.00 21.58 

105 Hotel OCC baled 15,600.00 300lbs/bale 7.80 
Hotel White ledger 2,202.20 55 gal=42.35 lbs USEPA 1.10 
Hotel Toner recycled 12.50 2.5 lbs/cartridge USEPA 0.01 

Hotel Sheets/towels reused 400.00 20 lbs/box 
given by 
business 0.20 

Hotel Mattresses sold 4,000.00 50 lbs/mattress 
given by 
business 2.00 

Hotel 4,400.00 17,814.70 11.11 
106 Restaurant OCC recycled 32,032.00 2.2Ibs/med box USEPA 16.02 

Restaurant 1,200.00 50 gal 0.60 Grease trap recycled 
Restaurant 33,232.00 16.62 

107 Advertising OCC reuse 572.00 2.2 lbs/med box USEPA 0.29 
Advertising Paper reuse 120.00 1 ream=5 lbs USEPA 0.06 

Advertising Scrap metal 50 lbs/wk 
given by 
business - 

Advertising Toner recycled 5.00 2.5 lbs/cartridge USEPA 0.00 
Advertising 692,00 5.00 0.00 0.35 

108 video rentals no activity 
video rentals _ 

109 spa covers OCC 24,038.40 flat 1 cy=50.081bs TELLUS 12.02 
spa covers Mixed paper 277.20 33 ga1/23.1Ibs USEPA 0.14 
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spa covers Scrap polystyrene 70,200.00 15Ibs/bag 
given by 
business 35.10 

spa covers Polyethylene film 33,973.32 140Ibs/gaylord 
given by 
business 16.99 

spa covers Polystyrene reuse 1,404.00 2% of 70200 
given by 
business 0.70 

spa covers Pallet reuse 20,800.00 Pallet=401bs/5 trips USEPA 10.40 

spa covers Pallet pick up by scavenger 20,800.00 Pallet=401bs USEPA 10.40 
spa covers metal scrap 217,440.00 906 Ibs/cy USEPA 
spa covers 22,204.00 149,288.92 217,440.00 85.75 

110 Construction Office paper recycled 8,808.80 42.351bs=55 gal USEPA 4.40 
Construction Reuse paper 520.00 Sibs/ream USEPA 0.26 
Construction 520.00 8,808.80 4.66 

111 packaging OCC pick up bu scavenger 31,249.92 
OCC flat&loose 
50.08 lbs USEPA 15.62 

packaging 31,249.92 15.62 

112 Aluminum forging Shredded paper reused 416.00 33 gallon bin=8Ibs USEPA 0.21 

Aluminum forging ONP reused 520.00 101bs/w1 
given by 
business 0.26 

Aluminum forging OCC reuse 1,560.00 1.5Ibs/med box USEPA 0.78 
Aluminum forging Totes 572.00 1.1Ibs/small box USEPA 0.29 

Aluminum forging Gallon jugs reused 15.84 
1 gallon HDPE 
jug=.331bs USEPA 0.01 

Aluminum forging Plastic buckets reused 4.40 
25 gal 
bucket=1.1Ibs USEPA 0.00 

Aluminum forging Pallet reuse 1,846.00 7.1 lbs/fixed pallet USEPA 0.92 

Aluminum forging Pallets fixed 2,080,00 Pallet=40/2 trips USEPA 1.04 

Aluminum forging Wood reused 2,400.00 201bs/crate 
given by 
business 1.20 

Aluminum forging 9,414.24 4.71 

113 movie distribution OCC pick up by hauler 92,400.00 2.21bs/medium box USEPA 46.20 
movie distribution Pallet pick up by scavengers 624,000.00 pallet=401bs USEPA 312.00 
movie distribution 716,400.00 358.20 

114 
auto part 
imports/distribution recycle OCC 12,600.00 1050 lbs/bale USEPA 6.30 
auto part 
imports/distribution plastic totes displace OCC 57,200.00 2.2 lbs/box USEPA 28.60 
auto part 
imports/distribution reuse OCC 22,880.00 2.55 lbs/box USEPA 11.44 
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auto part 
imports/distribution 80,080.00 12,600.00 46.34 

115 pallets repair 2,400.00 pallet=40Ibs/2 trips USEPA 1.20 

pallet reuse 72,800.00 
reuse w/ pallet fixing 
- 7 lbs/trip USEPA 36.40 

75,200.00 37.60 
116 telecommunications OCC pick up by scavengers 2,496.00 4 !Wargo box USEPA 1.25 

telecommunications OCC reused 1,716.00 2.2Ibs/med box USEPA 0.86 

telecommunications Pallets reused 2,080.00 pallet=40Ibs/5 trips USEPA 1.04 
telecommunications 3,796.00 2,496.00 3.15 

117 Restaurant pallets returned to DC 2,080.00 pallet=401bs/5 trips USEPA 1.04 
Restaurant 2,080.00 1.04 

118 Fast food OCC pick up by scavenger 2,860.00 2.2Ibs/med box USEPA 1.43 
Fast food OCC recycling bin 7,800.00 50 Ibs/cy USEPA 3.90 
Fast food grease vat 3,874.00 7.45Ibs/gal oil USEPA 1.94 
Fast food 10,660.00 3,874.00 7.27 

119 bindery - assembly white ledger recycling 96,000.00 8,000 lb/mo 
given by 
business 48.00 

bindery - assembly OCC recycling 5,400.00 50 Ib/cy USEPA 2.70 
bindery - assembly mixed paper recycling 39,258.00 363.5 Ib/cy USEPA 19.63 
bindery-assembly OCC reuse 132.00 1.1 lb/box USEPA 0.07 

bindery - assembly paper donations 200.00 200 lb/yr 
given by 
business 0.10 

bindery - assembly small pallet reuse 11,375.00 15-20 Ib/ea 
given by 
business 5.69 

bindery - assembly tire recycling 80.00 20 lb/ea USEPA 0.04 
bindery - assembly 11 707.00 140,738.00 76.22 

120 printing and packaging recycle OCC 10,400.00 50 lbs/cy USEPA 5.20 

printing and packaging recycle office paper 113,233.12 .77 lbs/gal USEPA 56,62 

printing and packaging scratch paper use 520.00 5 lbs/ream USEPA 0.26 

printing and packaging reuse OCC 132.00 2.2 lbs/box USEPA 0.07 

printing and packaging 652.00 123,633.12 62.14 

121 Bed rentals to hospitals OCC pick up by scavenger 5,208.32 1 cy=50.08 lbs Tellus 2.60 

Bed rentals to hospitals 5,208.32 2.60 
122 Insurance company no activity 
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Source 
Reduction Recycling Metals 

SR & R 
Inerts 

SR & R 
Composting 

Insurance company 

123 Fast food OCC 3,900.00 75Ibs/wk 
given by 
business 1.95 

Fast food grease trap 4,920.00 55 gal=410 lbs USEPA 2.46 

Fast food 
computerized changes-reduce 
paper 260.00 5 lbs/ream USEPA 0.13 

Fast food 260.00 8,820.00 4.54 

124 restaurants OCC pick up by hauler 7,812.48 
OCC flat&loose 
50.08 lbs USEPA 3.91 

restaurants Grease vat 4,920.00 1 drum=410Ibs USEPA 2.46 
restaurants 12,732.48 6.37 

125 injection molding OCC self haul 6,000.00 
250Ibs/2times 
month 

given by 
business 3.00 

injection molding OCC 1560.00 1.5 lbs/med box 
given by 
business 0.78 

injection molding Computerized 750.00 
given by 

0.38 50165/ case business 

injection molding Polyethylene 176,800.00 17000Ibs/5wk 
given by 
business 88.40 

injection molding Pallets resold 48,000.00 Pallet=401bs USEPA 24.00 

injection molding Gaylords given away 1,625.00 651bs/gaylord 
given by 
business 0.81 

injection molding pallets reused 62,400.00 pallets=40 lbs/5trips USEPA 31.20 
injection molding 66,335.00 230,800.00 148.57 

126 Copy Company white paper pick up by hauler 48,464.00 
OCC cpmacted 
400lbs/cy USEPA 24.23 

Copy Company OCC pick up by hauler 859.37 
OCC flat&loose 
50.08/cy Tellus 0.43 

Copy Company 49,323.37 24.66 
127 Retail OCC baled and sent back 72,800.00 700Ibs/bale USEPA 36.40 

Retail grease trap 4,920.00 55 gal=4101bs USEPA 2.46 

Retail pallets reused 124,800.00 pallets=401bs/5 trips USEPA 62.40 
Retail 124,800.00 77,720.00 101.26 

128 doughnut shop 5 gal. bucket reuse 4,373.20 2.9 lbs/ea USEPA 2.19 

doughnut shop doughnuts donated 520.00 10 lbs/wk 
given by 
business 0.26 

doughnut shop pallet reuse 10,220.00 40 lbs/pallet USEPA 5.11 
doughnut shop 15,113.20 7.56 

129 Provide labeling material Pallet reuse 960.00 Pallet=401bs/5 lbs USEPA 0.48 
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Business Type Activity Description 

Diversion (weight in pounds) 

Conversion Factor 
(weight per count) 

Source 
Diversion 

Tons 
per year 

Source 
Reduction Recycling Metals 

SR & R 
Inerts 

SR & R 
Composting 

Provide labeling material 960.00 0.48 

130 laser cutter /fabrication paper recycling 10,784.11 155.54 lb/cy USEPA 5.39 

laser cutter /fabrication OCC reuse 1,144.00 1.1 lb/box USEPA 0.57 

laser cutter / fabrication 55 gal. metal drum reuse 60.00 30 lb/ea 
EcoTelesis 
field study 

laser cutter /fabrication pallet reuse 5,200.00 20 lb/ea 
given by 
business 2.60 

laser cutter/fabrication pallet recycling 1200.00 40 lbs/pallet USEPA 0.60 

laser cutter / fabrication skids cut & reused 2,400.00 200 lbs/mo 
given by 
business 1.20 

laser cutter/fabrication computers donated 252.00 56 lb/ea 
USEPA 
BUG 0.13 

laser cutter /fabrication 7,852.00 13,128.11 moo 10.49 

131 Fabric store cardboard spool-scavenger 2,518.50 0.69 lbs/spool 
business 
weight 1.26 

Fabric store OCC pick up by scavenger 1,14400 2.21bs/med box USEPA 0.57 
Fabric store toner sent back 45.00 2.5 lbs/cartridge USEPA 0.02 
Fabric store 3,707.50 1.85 

132 office product distribution recycle 0CC 4,160.00 4 lbs/box USEPA 2.08 

office product distribution recycle office paper 8,724.24 363.51 Ibs/cy USEPA 4.36 

office product distribution reuse OCC 8,580.00 2.2 lbsibox USEPA 4.29 

office product distribution reuse wh Idgr for packing 2,080.00 8 lbs/33 gal USEPA 1.04 

office product distribution donated wh Idgr 1,600.00 400 'Inky USEPA 0.80 

office product distribution reuse pallets 31,200.00 
40 lbs/5 = 8 
lbs/pallet CIWMB 15.60 

office product distribution recycle toner cartridge 4,500.00 2.5 lbskartridge USEPA 2.25 

office product distribution 43,460.00 17,384.24 30.42 

133 Liquid fertilizers Pallets reused 41,600.00 Pallet=40Ibs/51bs USEPA 20.80 
Liquid fertilizers 41,600.00 20.80 

134 mortgage company office paper 4,680.00 51bs/ream USEPA 2.34 
mortgage company 0CC reuse 1,040.00 4lbsAarge box USEPA 0.52 
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Source 
Reduction Recycling Metals 

SR & R 
Inerts 

SR & R 
Composting 

mortgage company 1,040.00 4,680.00 2.86 

135 Gardening plastic plant holders 600.00 50 lbs/month 
given by 
business 0.30 

Gardening 600.00 0.30 

136 door manufacturing OCC 3,906.24 flat 1 cy=50.081bs TELLUS 1.95 

door manufacturing 
Wood crates picked up by 
scavenger 10,400.00 Pallet=401bs/2 trips USEPA 5.20 

door manufacturing Pallet reuse 20,800.00 Pallet=401bs/5 trips USEPA 10.40 

door manufacturing Garage door donated 62,400.00 1001bs/door 
given by 
business 31.20 

door manufacturing EPS foam reused 3,001.44 
9.62 Ibs/cy blown 
formed foam TELLUS 1.50 

door manufacturing metal scrap 520,000.00 
250 lbs/ metal 
garage door 

given by 
business - 

door manufacturing 96,601.44 3,906.24 520,000.00 50.25 

137 Restaurant OCC picked up by scavenger 1,440.00 2.2 lbs/med box USEPA 0.72 
Restaurant grease trap 2,711.80 fats 7.451bs/gal USEPA 1.36 
Restaurant 4,151.80 2.08 

138 seafood restaurant OCC recycling w/mall 4,622.00 2.31 
seafood restaurant 4,622.00 2.31 

139 
instruments & music 
equipment OCC recycling w/mall 27,375.00 2.2 lb/box USEPA 13.69 
instruments & music 
equipment OCC reuse 2,002.00 2.2 lb/box USEPA 1.00 
instruments & music 
equipment paper shredded for packaging 208.00 8 lbs/ 33 gal USEPA 0.10 
instruments & music 
equipment pallet reuse 5,409.33 40 lbs/pallet USEPA 2.70 
instruments & music 
equipment 7,619.33 27,375.00 17.50 

140 
Computer Power 
Systems OCC pick up by scavenger 3,432.00 2.2 lbs/med box USEPA 1.72 
Computer Power 
Systems pallets pick up by scavenger 2,496.00 pallet=40Ibs/5 trips USEPA 1.25 
Computer Power 
Systems wooden spools reused 6,760.00 13 lbs/spool 

business 
weight 3.38 

Computer Power 
Systems 2,496.00 10,192.00 6.34 

141 Devices for water Toner recycled 10.00 2.5 lbs/cartridge USEPA 0.01 
Devices for water 10.00 0.01 

142 fast food Grease trap recycled 2,980.00 7.451bs/gal grease USEPA 1.49 
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Reduction Recycling Metals 
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fast food 2,980.00 1.49 
143 fast food OCC recycled 22,880.00 2.21bs/med box USEPA 11.44 

fast food Grease trap recycled 2,980.00 7.45Ibs/gal grease USEPA 1.49 
fast food 25,860.00 12.93 

144 fast food OCC by scavenger 24,024.00 2.21bs/med box USEPA 12.01 

fast food hand dryer use 2,400.00 25Ibs/case 
given by 
business 1.20 

fast food grease vat 4,920.00 55 gal drum=410Ibs USEPA 2.46 
fast food 26,424.00 4,920.00 15.67 

145 fast food OCC pick up by hauler 19,240.00 1.5 lbs/med box USEPA 9.62 

fast food now use hand dryer 600.00 2(251bs) cans 
given by 
business 0.30 

fast food grease trap 3,874.00 fats 7.45Ibs/gal USEPA 1.94 

fast food pallets 2,496.00 pallet=40Ibs/5 hips USEPA 1.25 

fast food donations 170.00 10 lbs/3wks 
given by 
business 0.09 

fast food 3,266.00 23,114.00 13.19 

146 Computer accessories OCC taken by scavengers 22,880.00 2.21bs/med box USEPA 11.44 

Computer accessories OCC reuse 11,440.00 2.21bs/med box USEPA 5.72 

Computer accessories 11,440.00 22,880.00 17.16 
147 Financial institution office paper 2,402.40 33 gal=23.1 USEPA 1.20 

Financial institution Toner sent back 20.00 2.51bs/cartridge USEPA 0.01 
Financial institution 2,422.40 1.21 

148 Ship golf supplies OCC pick up by scavengers 5,148.00 2.2 lbs/med box USEPA 2.57 

Ship golf supplies Pallet pick up by scavenger 5,200.00 40 lbs/pallet USEPA 2.60 
Ship golf supplies Toner recycled 90.00 2.5 lbs/cartridge USEPA 0.05 
Ship golf supplies 10,438.00 5 22 

149 Cable wire assembly Plastic installation sold 96,000.00 8000165/month 
given by 
business 48.00 

Cable wire assembly 96,000.00 48.00 

150 heavy equipment rentals 
metal recycling (only the 30% 
increase since 1990) 36,920.00 80 tons/yr 

given by 
business - 

heavy equipment rentals metal drum reuse 1,620.00 30 lb/ea 
EcoTelesis 
field study - 

heavy equipment rentals tire recycling 3,750.00 20 lb/ea USEPA 1.88 
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heavy equipment rentals 3,750.00 38,540.00 1.88  
1 cy flat 

151 signs and supplies OCC pick up scavenger 7,812.48 OCC=50.08Ibs TELLUS 3.91  

signs and supplies OCC reuse 5,720.00 1I lbs/small box USEPA 2.86  
given by 

signs and supplies Fiber drums 900.00 15Ibs/drum business 0.45  
given by 

signs and supplies OCC reuse 2,400.00 2 lbs/med box business 1.20  
given by 

signs and supplies Acrylic scrap 1,200.00 100 lbs/mo business 0.60  

signs and supplies Pallet pick up by scavenger 16,800.00 Pallet=40Ibs USEPA 8.40  
signs and supplies 9,020.00 25,812.48 17.42  

152 Eating place Grease recycled 10,660.00 55 gal=410 lbs USEPA 5.33  
Eating place 10,660.00 5.33  

153 social service residence OCC recycled - scavenger 1,040.00 2 lbs/ med box USEPA 0.52  

social service residence Grease 1,788.00 7.45 lbs/gallon USEPA 0.89  

social service residence 2,828.00 1.41  
154 plumbing OCC reuse 5,720.00 1.1Ibs/small box USEPA , 2.86  

plumbing Pallets pick up by scavenger 9,600.00 Pallet=40Ibs USEPA 4.80  

plumbing Pallets reused 2,400.00 Pallet=401bs/5 trips USEPA 1.20  
plumbing 8,120.00 9,600.00 8.86  
Telephone 

155 communications OCC recycled 5,200.00 50Ibs/cy USEPA 2.60  
Telephone given by 
communications White paper recycled 1,441.41 60% of bin business 0.72  
Telephone 
communications OCC reused 1,717.00 1.1Ibs/small box USEPA 0.86  
Telephone given by 
communications Packing material 30.00 30Ibs/yr business 0.02  
Telephone 
communications Toner recycled 25.00 2.51bs/cartridge USEPA 0.01  
Telephone 
communications 1,747.00 6,666.41 4.21  

156 metal precision mfg reuse OCC 2,640.00 2.21bs/med box USEPA 1.32  

metal precision mfg wood waste reuse as firewood 1,200,00 100Ibs/mo USEPA 0.60  
metal precision mfg 1,200.00 2,640.00 1.92  
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157 nursery Gaylord boxes 180,000.00 201beigaylord 
given by 
business 90.00 

nursery Office paper 260.26 13 gal bin=10.01Ibs USEPA 0.13 
nursery Shredded paper 208.00 33 gal bin=8 lbs USEPA 0.10 

nursery HDPE scrap recycled 180,000.00 15000 lbs/month 
given by 
business 90.00 

nursery Pallets sold 168,000.00 351bs/pallet 
given by 
business 84.00 

nursery Gaylord sold 45,916.00 
8.831bs/pallet+gaylo 
rd 

given by 
business 22.96 

nursery Pallets reused 2,400.00 Pallet=40Ibs/5 trips USEPA 1.20 
nursery 48,316.00 528,468.26 288.39 

158 
Manufacturing-laminating 
press systems OCC reuse 1,716.00 1.1Ibs/small box USEPA 0.86 

Manufacturing-laminating 
press systems OCC reuse 208.00 4lbsAarge box USEPA 0.10 

Manufacturing-laminating 
press systems Totes 1,430.00 1.1Ibs/small box USEPA 0.72 

Manufacturing-laminating 
press systems Steel trimming 2025Ibs/cy 

given by 
business - 

Manufacturing-laminating 
press systems Crate reuse 900.00 751bs/crate 

given by 
business 0.45 

Manufacturing-laminating 
press systems 4,254.00 2.13 

159 office supplies-retail recycle OCC 60,000.00 400 Ibs/cy USEPA 30.00 
office supplies-retail recycle wh Idgr 6,240.00 800 Ibs/cy USEPA 3.12 

office supplies-retail reuse pallets 11,680.00 
40 lbs/5 = 8 
lbs/pallet CIWMB 5.84 

office supplies-retail 11,680.00 66,240.00 38.96 
160 retail clothing OCC recycling w/mall 91,520.00 2 2 lbs/ea USEPA 45.76 

retail clothing paper reuse as scratch 150.00 5 lbs/ream USEPA 0.08 
retail clothing 150.00 91,520.00 45.84 

161 Restaurant OCC recycled 7,800.00 1cy=50Ibs USEPA 3.90 
Restaurant 7,800.00 3.90 

162 electronic wholesales OCC reuse 3,955.07 75% of 52373.421bs USEPA 1.98 
electronic wholesales Bubble wrap 326.04 6.271bs/cy TELLUS 0.16 
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electronic wholesales Pallets pick up by scavenger 4,160.00 Pallet=40Ibs USEPA 2.08 
electronic wholesales Pallets reused 20,800.00 Patlet=401bs5 trips USEPA 10.40 
electronic wholesales 25,081.11 4,160.00 14.62 

163 product prep furniture OCC reuse 2,860.00 2.21bs/med box USEPA 1.43 
product prep furniture 2,860.00 1.43 

164 car wash/gas station recycle OCC 1,716.00 1.1 lbs/box USEPA 0.86 
car wash/gas station 1,716.00 0.86 

165 acquisition corporation Double siding 240.00 20% of 501bs case 
given by 
business 0.12 

acquisition corporation Pallets returned 20,800.00 Pallet=401bs/5 trips USEPA 10.40 

acquisition corporation 21,040.00 10 52 

166 metal fabrication scrap metal-Smart Recycling 1,078,000.00 recycler weight 

metal fabrication pallets large 48,000.00 
80 lbs/pallet (2x size 
of std pallet) USEPA 24.00 

metal fabrication pallets returned to DC 800.00 pallet=40Ibs/5 trips USEPA 0.40 
metal fabrication Office paper 2,181.00 363.51 Ibs/cy USEPA 1.09 
metal fabrication 50,981.00 1078,000.00 25.49 

167 Plating contractor OCC recycled 11,440.00 2.21bs/med box USEPA 5.72 
Plating contractor OCC reused 1,144.00 2.21bs/med box USEPA 0.57 

Plating contractor Pallets reused 8,320.00 401bs/5 trips USEPA 4.16 
Plating contractor 9,46400 11,440.00 10.45 

168 construction contractor Pallets reused 832.00 Pallet=40Ibs/5 trips USEPA 0.42 

construction contractor Pallet pick up scavenger 1,440.00 Pallet=401bs USEPA 0.72 
construction contractor totes 390.00 1.5 lbs/med occ 0.20 
construction contractor 1,222.00 1,440.00 1.33 

169 
wholesale distribution -
produce reuse OCC 68,640.00 2.2 lbs/box USEPA 34.32 
wholesale distribution - 
produce reuse pallets 20,800.00 

40 lbs/5 = 8 
lbs/pallet CIWMB 10.40 

wholesale distribution -
produce donated produce 150,072.00 1443 Ibs/cy Tellus 75.04 
wholesale distribution -
produce 239,512.00 119.76 

170 
plastic fabrication 
(displays & fixtures) recycle OCC 3,315.00 2.55 lbs/box USEPA 1.66 
plastic fabrication 
(displays & fixtures) reuse OCC 1,430.00 1.1 lbs/box USEPA 0.72 
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plastic fabrication 
(displays & fixtures) plastic totes displace OCC 14,300.00 1.1 lbs/box USEPA 7.15 
plastic fabrication 
(displays & fixtures) recycle pallets - scavenged 1200.00 40 lbs/pallet USEPA 0.60 
plastic fabrication 
(displays & fixtures) 18730.00 4,515.00 10.12 

171 restaurant donate bread 1,300.00 
business 
weight 0.65 

restaurant donate bread 4,127.76 4.41 lbs/cf 2.06 
restaurant 5,427.76 2.71 

172 
paint/coating 
manufacturing double-sided copies 480.00 5 lbs/ream USEPA 0.24 
paint/coating 
manufacturing reuse newspaper 260.00 1 lb/newspaper USEPA 0.13 
paint/coating 
manufacturing 740.00 0.37 

173 grocery store recycle OCC 383,250.00 1050 lbs/bale USEPA 191.63 
grocery store recycle meat renderings 36,226.67 57 lbs/cf FEECO 18.11,  
grocery store recycle grease 5,326.75 7.45 lbs/gal USEPA 2.66 
grocery store reuse OCC 93,075.00 2.55 lbs/box USEPA 46.54 

grocery store bread donations 7,300.00 20 lbs/day 
business 
weight 3.65 

grocery store produce??? 86,044.23 1443 lbs/cy Tellus 43.02 
grocery store food donations 2,080.00 40 lbs/wk weight 1.04 
grocery store 188,499.23 424,803.42 306.65 

174 roofing - supply Pallets sold 14,560.00 Pallet=401bs USEPA 7.28 

roofing - supply pallets reused 14,560.00 Pallet=401bs/5 trips 7.28 
roofing - supply 14,560.00 14,560.00 14.56 

175 Residential construction Mixed paper 554.00 23.1 lbs 0.28 

Residential construction Pallets recycled 10,400.00 40Ibs/pallet USEPA 5.20 

Residential construction 10,954.00 5.48 

176 door sellers metal 10,400.00 100Ibs/wk 
given by 
business - 

door sellers pallets 20,800.00 pallet=40Ibs/5 trips USEPA 10.40 

door sellers scrap wood - scavengers 34,271.12 392.53 Ibs/cy USEPA 17.14 
door sellers 55,071.12 10,400.00 27.54 

177 refurbish printer heads no activity _ 
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refurbish printer heads 

178 paper recycler Pallets-sold 416,000.00 Pallet=401bs USEPA 208.00 
paper recycler 416,000.00 208.00 

179 Shoe store Pallet reuse 6240.00 401bs/5 trips USEPA 3.12 
Shoe store 6,240.00 3.12 

180 Car parts OCC by scavenger 19,066.67 2.2 lbs/medium box USEPA 9.53 
Car parts toner cartridge 5.00 2.5 lbs/cartridge USEPA 0.00 
Car parts 19,071.67 9.54 

181 Restaurant no activity USEPA 
Restaurant - 

182 plating Pallet reuse 20,800.00 1.1Ibs/small box USEPA 10.40 

plating Pallet scavenger 7,280.00 Pallet=401bs USEPA 3.64 
plating OCC reuse 2,860.00 1 Albs/small box USEPA 1.43 
plating 23,660.00 7,280.00 15.47 

183 Miscellaneous- retail OCC baled and sent back 93,600.00 300 lbs/bale USEPA 46.80 
Miscellaneous- retail OCC 3,432.00 2.21bs/med box USEPA 1.72 

Miscellaneous- retail pallets 5,408.00 pallet=401bs/5 trips USEPA 2.70 
Miscellaneous- retail Toner sent back 25.00 2.51bs/cartridge USEPA 0.01 
Miscellaneous- retail 3,432.00 99,033.00 51.23 

184 Pizza delivery no activity 
Pizza delivery 

185 plating Gallon jugs reused 257.40 
Gallon HDPE 
jug=0.331bs USEPA 0.13 

plating 257.40 0.13 
186 Restaurant OCC pick up by scavenger 5,720.00 2.21bs/med box USEPA 2.86 

Restaurant grease trap 21,320.00 55 gal=4101bs USEPA 10.66 
Restaurant 27,040.00 13.52 

187 Business folders Paper sent to DC 2,600.00 50Ibs/wk business 1.30 
Business folders 2,600.00 1.30 

188 Promotional products Toner recycled 10.00 2.5 lbskartridge USEPA 0.01 
Promotional products 10.00 0.01 

189 refurbishes h2o tanks OCC self haul to recycler 3,605.76 
1 cy flat 
OCC=50.081bs TELLUS 1.80 

refurbishes h2o tanks Reuse OCC 901.44 
1 cy flat 
OCC=50.081bs TELLUS 0.45 

refurbishes h2o tanks Plastic buckets reused 110.00 
25gallon 
bucket=251bs USEPA 0.06 
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refurbishes h2o tanks PVC pipe reused 4,000.00 20001bs/6mo 
given by 
business 2.00 

refurbishes h2o tanks Supersack reuse 15,600.00 7.5Ibs/sack 
given by 
business 7.80 

refurbishes h2o tanks Pallet pick up scavenger 7,200.00 Pallet=401bs USEPA 3.60 

refurbishes h2o tanks Pallet reused 3,360.00 Pallet=401bs/5 trips USEPA 1.68 

refurbishes h2o tanks metal drums-refurbish 15,000.00 25 lbs/55 glln drum USEPA - 
refurbishes h2o tanks 31,171.44 3,605.76 15,000.00 17.39 

190 Auto repair shop Reuse 5 gal buckets 6.00 1.9Ibs/bucket USEPA 0.00 
Auto repair shop Tires recycled 2,400.00 20IbsRire USEPA 1.20 
Auto repair shop 6.00 2,400.00 1.20 

191 grocery store recycle OCC 191,100.00 700 lbs/bale USEPA 95.55 
grocery store reuse OCC 8,619.00 2.55 lbs/box USEPA 4.31 
grocery store plastic totes displace OCC 10,296.00 2.2 lbs/box USEPA 5.15 
grocery store reuse plastic buckets 345.80 1.9 lbs/bucket USEPA 0.17 
grocery store reuse plastic fish crates 1,131.52 21.76 Ibs/cy Tellus 0.57 
grocery store compost floral waste 3,892.28 46.69 Ibs/cy Tellus 1.95 
grocery store compost produce 150,072.00 1443 Ibs/cy Tellus 75.04 
grocery store recycle meat renderings 65,369.41 57 lbs/cf FEECO 32.68 
grocery store recycle grease 10,653.50 5.33 

grocery store pallets reuse - DC 4,160.00 40 lbs/pallet / 5 trips USEPA 2.08 
grocery store 24,552.32 267,122.91 153,964.28 222.82 

192 grocery store recycle OCC 255,500.00 700 lbs/bale USEPA 127.75 
grocery store plastic totes displace OCC 12,012.00 2.2 lbs/box USEPA 6.01 
grocery store recycle film plastic 4,690.40 22.55 Ibs/cy Tellus 2.35 

grocery store compost floral waste 3,219.95 108 Ibs/cy USEPA 1.61 
grocery store compost produce waste 375,180.00 1443 Ibs/cy USEPA 187.59 
grocery store recycle grease 21,307.00 7.45 lbs/gal USEPA 10.65 

grocery store pallets reuse - DC 4,160.00 40 lbs/pallet / 5 trips USEPA 2.08 
grocery store 16,172.00 281,497.40 378,399.95 338.03 

193 Grocery store OCC recycled 104,000.00 4001bs/bale USEPA 52.00 

Grocery store Computer paper recycled 1,200.00 100Ibs/month 
given by 
business 0.60 

Grocery store OCC reused 2,288.00 2.21bs/med box USEPA 1.14 
Grocery store Plastic bags 2,148.76 75.961bs/cy Tellus 1.07 

Grocery store Pallets reused 20,800.00 40Ibs/5 trips USEPA 10.40 

Grocery store 3,874.00 7.451bs/gal USEPA 1.94 Grease recycled 
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Grocery store Composting 26,000.00 5001bs 
given by 
business 13.00 

Grocery store Bread donated 5,200.00 20Ibs/day 
given by 
business 2.60 

Grocery store 28,288.00 111222.76 26,000.00 82.76 
194 furniture distributor Mixed paper 2,726.25 1cy=363.5Ibs USEPA 1.36 

furniture distributor Pallet reuse 7,680.00 Pallet=40Ibs/5 trips USEPA 3.84 

furniture distributor Pallets scavenger 12,000.00 Pallet=40Ibs USEPA 6.00 
furniture distributor 19,680.00 2,726.25 11.20 

195 bowling alley grease 4,920.00 
410 lbs/ 55 glln 
drum USEPA 2.46 

bowling alley beer bottles returned 9,921.60 
.53 lbs/bottle (half 
credit given) USEPA 4.96 

bowling alley 9,921.60 4,920.00 7.42 

196 support center office paper 1,300.00 25Ibs/wk 
given by 
business 0.65 

support center OCC reuse 1,144.00 2.2Ibs/med box USEPA 0.57 
support center 1,144.00 1,300.00 1.22 

197 hotel no activity 
hotel _ 

198 Trucking OCC reused as tonnage 130,208.00 50.08 Ibs/cy 
given by 
business 65.10 

Trucking Tires recycled 41,600.00 80Ibs/wk 
given by 
business 20.80 

Trucking 130,208.00 41,600.00 85.90 
199 mfg foam packaging OCC reuse 2,496.00 1.51bs/med box USEPA 1.25 

mfg foam packaging Pallets reused 4,160.00 Pallet=401bs/5 trips USEPA 2.08 
mfg foam packaging 6,656.00 3.33 

200 tool mfg OCC reuse 2,730.00 1.51bs/med box USEPA 1.37 

tool mfg Pallet reuse 4,800.00 Pallet=401bs/5 trips USEPA 2.40 
tool mfg 7,530.00 3.77 

201 package specialist OCC bales 2,184,000.00 7001bs/bale USEPA 1,092.00 

package specialist white paper 26,000.00 5001bs/wk 
given by 
business 13.00 

package specialist pallets reused 332,800.00 Pallet=401bs/5 trips USEPA 166.40 

package specialist pallets by scavenger 20,800.00 Pallet=40Ibs USEPA 10.40 
package specialist 332,800.00 2,230,800.00 1,281.80 

202 property maintenance paper 332.80 1 ream=6,41bs BUG 0.17 
property maintenance 332.80 0.17 
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203 Martial Art Supplies OCC recycled 1,144.00 2.2Ibs/med box USEPA 0.57 
Martial Art Supplies 1,144.00 0.57 

204 college Books used 4,500.00 1.5Ibs/book 
given by 
business 2.25 

college Grasscycle 19,500.00 8 tons/yr 
given by 
business 9.75 

college Pallets sent back 480.00 Pallet=40Ibs/5 trips USEPA 0.24 
college 24,480.00 12.24 

205 drug store paper 72,800.00 7001bs/bale USEPA 36.40 
drug store paper 17,160.00 2.2 lbs/med box USEPA 8.58 

drug store pallets-sent back 6,240.00 pallet=40Ibs/5 trips USEPA 3.12 
drug store 23,400.00 72,800.00 48.10 

206 Drug store OCC sent back to DC 163,800.00 700 lbs/bale 81.90 

Drug store Camera sent back to Kodak 520.00 10 lbs/wk 
given by 
business 0.26 

Drug store Pallets reused 20,800.00 40 lbs/5 trips USEPA 10.40 
Drug store 20,800.00 164,320.00 92.56 

207 General Merchandise OCC baled & sent to DC 57,200.00 2.2 lbs/med box USEPA 28.60 

General Merchandise office paper sent to DC 3,653.65 
13 gal office 
paper=10.01Ibs USEPA 1.83 

General Merchandise pallets sent to DC 10,400.00 pallet=401bs15 trips USEPA 5.20 
General Merchandise toner sent back 75.00 2.5 lbskartridge USEPA 0.04 
General Merchandise 10,400.00 60,928.65 35.66 

208 general goods store recycle OCC 109,200.00 700 lbs/bale USEPA 54.60 
general goods store reuse OCC 153.00 2.55 lbs/box USEPA 0.08 
general goods store plastic totes displace OCC 17,160.00 2.2 lbs/box USEPA 8.58 
general goods store recycle stretch wrap 557.28 22.55 Ibs/cy Tellus 0.28 
general goods store 17,313.00 109,757.28 63.54 

209 refrigeration services OCC reuse 2,496.00 41bsfiarge box USEPA 1.25 
refrigeration services pallets by scavenger 10,400.00 401bs/pallet USEPA 5.20 
refrigeration services 2,496.00 10,400.00 6.45 

210 mfg-packaging OCC 840,000.00 700001bs/month 
given by 
business 420.00 

mfg-packaging Office paper 2,032.80 55 gal bin=42.35Ibs USEPA 1.02 
mfg-packaging sell misprints 6,000.00 50 lbs/case USEPA 3.00 
mfg-packaging computerized changes 2,153.85 50 lbs/case USEPA 1.08 

mfg-packaging Buy bulk cleaning supplies 600.00 10Ibs/33 gal 
given by 
business 0.30 

mfg-packaging Bale packing 228,800.00 401b5/5 trips USEPA 114.40 
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mfg-packaging Pallet reuse 187200.00 Pallet=40Ibs/5 trips USEPA 93.60 
mfg-packaging 424,753.85 842,032.80 633.39 

211 pool supply distribution purchase orders online 78.00 5 lb/ream USEPA 0.04 

pool supply distribution 0CC reuse 7,150.00 2.2 lb/box USEPA 3.58 

pool supply distribution 0CC reuse 14,300.00 1.1 lb/box USEPA 7.15 

pool supply distribution 5 gal. bucket reuse 494,00 1.9 lb/bucket USEPA 0.25 

pool supply distribution 
15 gal container displaces 1 gal 
HDPE 130.00 .0625 lb/gal HDPE USEPA 0.07 

pool supply distribution 
53 gal container reuse (by 
customers) 5,250.00 12.5 lbs/each 

given by 
business 2.63 

pool supply distribution reuse plastic packaging 1,241.38 1.5 lb/gal USEPA 0.62 

pool supply distribution pallets recycled 93,600.00 40 lbs/pallet USEPA 46.80 

pool supply distribution 28,643.38 93,600.00 61.12 
212 car sales/retail/service recycle OCC 20,475.00 1.1 lbs/box USEPA 10.24 

car sales/retail/service recycle scrap metal 35,994.00 906 Ibs/cy USEPA - 
car sales/retail/service reuse plastic 5 gal. Buckets 197.60 1.9 lbs/bucket USEPA 0.10 
car sales/retail/service OCC reuse 3,120.00 1.5 lbs/med occ USEPA 1.56 
car sales/retail/service plastic totes displace OCC 1,560.00 1.5 lbs/med occ USEPA 0.78 
car sales/retail/service tires recycled 10,400.00 20 lbs/car tire USEPA 5.20 
car sales/retail/service 4,877.60 30,875.00 35,994.00 17.88 

213 Contractor offices Toner recycled 5.00 2.5 lbs/cartridge USEPA 0.00 
Contractor offices 5.00 0.00 

214 printing label Pallets reused 960.00 Pallet=401bs/5 trips USEPA 0.48 
printing label Pallet pick up by scavenger 480.00 Pallet=401bs USEPA 0.24 
printing label 1,440.00 0.72 

215 architect Pallets reused 115,200.00 Pallet=40Ibs/5 trips USEPA 57.60 
architect 115,200,00 57.60 

216 water bottling company OCC scavenger 9,120.00 4lbs/large box USEPA 4.56 
water bottling company Damaged bottles recycled 14,850.00 1.5 lbs/bottle USEPA 7.43 
water bottling company Plastic crates 2,880.00 21bs/med box USEPA 1.44 
water bottling company Switch to larger tanks 540.00 15Ibs/drum business 0.27 
water bottling company Give away drums 300.00 15Ibs/drum business 0.15 
water bottling company Send back drums 150.00 15Ibs/drum business 0.08 
water bottling company Pallets fixed offsite 51,120.00 7.1 lbsffixed pallet USEPA 25.56 
water bottling company 52,110.00 26,850.00 39.48 

217 carpet installer Carpet padding 104,000.00 4001bs/day business 52.00 
carpet installer carpet bag reuse 24,000.00 40Ibs/5 trips USEPA 12.00 
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carpet installer Pallets reused 288.00 Pallet=40Ibs/5 trips USEPA 0.14 
carpet installer Carpet nylon 1,040p00m 400 lbs/roll business 520.00 
carpet installer Carpet donated 175,552.00 84.41bs/cy business 87.78 
carpet installer 199,840.00 1,144,000.00 671.92 

218 plastic sign service OCC flat 23,437.44 3cy=50.081bs USEPA 11.72 
plastic sign service Acrylic 7,200.00 600lbs/month business 3.60 
plastic sign service Pallets reused 14,400.00 Pallet=401bs/ 5 trips USEPA 7.20 
plastic sign service 14,400.00 30,637.44 22.52 

219 computer chip mfg 39,259.08 1cy=363.51bs USEPA 19.63 Mixed paper 
computer chip mfg OCC 12,019.20 lbs TELLUS 6.01 
computer chip mfg OCC reuse 2,340.00 1.5Ibs/med box USEPA 1.17 
computer chip mfg 2,340.00 51,278.28 26.81 

220 mfg plastic cases OCC bales 108,000.00 700Ibs/bale USEPA 54.00 
Plastic scrap 582,400.00 700Ibs/bale USEPA 291.20 mfg plastic cases 

mfg plastic cases Pallets pick up by scavenger 36,000.00 Pallet=401bs USEPA 18.00 
mfg plastic cases 36,000.00 690,400.00 363.20 

221 transport OCC pick up by scavenger 2,288.00 2.21bs/med box USEPA 1.14 
transport OCC reuse 2,496.00 48Ibs/wk business 1.25 
transport Plastic scraps 36,000.00 30001bs/mo business 18.00 
transport Plastic pick up by scavenger 20,800.00 Pallet=401bs USEPA 10.40 
transport 2,496.00 59,088.00 30.79 

222 assembly OCC bales 33,600.00 70016s/bale USEPA 16.80 
assembly Pallet reuse 83,200.00 pallet=401bs15 trips USEPA 41.60 
assembly 83,200.00 33,600.00 58.40 

223 yacht service recycle office paper 508.20 .77 lbs/gal USEPA 0.25 
yacht service recycle newspaper 364.00 1 lb/newspaper USEPA 0.18 
yacht service double-sided copies 60.00 5 lbs/ream USEPA 0.03 
yacht service 60.00 872.20 0.47 

224 procurement office paper 1,201.20 33 gal bin/23.1 lbs USEPA 0.60 
procurement OCC reuse 457.60 2.21bs/med box USEPA 0.23 
procurement 457.60 1,201.20 0.83 

225 Plastic binding OCC pick up by scavenger 22,880.00 2.2 lbs/med box USEPA 11.44 
Plastic binding Shredded paper 162.24 0.24 lbs/gal USEPA 0.08 
Plastic binding Pallet pick up by scavenger 10,400.00 40 lbs/pallet USEPA 5.20 
Plastic binding Pallet reuse 8,960.00 40Ibs/5 trips UESPA 4.48 
Plastic binding 9,122.24 33,280.00 21.20 

226 Restaurant OCC recycled 4,290.00 1.1Ibs/small box USEPA 2.15 
Restaurant OCC recycled 8,580.00 2.21bs/med box USEPA 4.29 
Restaurant Grease recycled 11,622.00 7.451bs/gal USEPA 5.81 
Restaurant 24,492.00 12.25 

227 Church Newspaper 3,000.00 250Ibs/month business 1.50 
Church 3,000.00 1.50 

228 office supplies - retail recycle OCC 54,600.00 1050 lbs/bale USEPA 27.30 
office supplies - retail donate notebooks 62.50 weight 0.03 
office supplies - retail recycle toner cartridge 114.00 2.5 lbs/cartridge USEPA 0.06 

Section 9B - All Businesses from Audits - City of Orange ] Page 31 

Board  Meeting
March 15-16, 2005

Agenda Item
Attachment 3a



ALL AUDITED BUSINESSES - CITY OF ORANGE Boart ti I 
A ril ' Agerilififfteeltem 

-... ..- 
ill  Business Type Activity Description 

Diversion (weight in pounds) 

Conversion Factor 
(weight per count) 

Source 

Plata. 

Diversion 
Tons 

per year 

'OW ,,C 

of 37 

Source 
Reduction Recycling Metals 

SR & R 
'netts 

SR & R 
Composting 

office supplies - retail 62.50 54,714.00 27.39 
229 office supplies - retail OCC large bale - recycled 39,000.00 700 lbs/bale USEPA 19.50 

office supplies - retail pallets returned 10,400.00 40 lbs/pallet USEPA 5.20 
office supplies - retail 10,400.00 39,000.00 24.70 

230 parts (watches, recycle OCC 572.00 1.1 lbs/box USEPA 0.29 
parts (watches, recycle wh ldgr 800.00 400 Ibs/cy USEPA 0.40 
parts (watches, desk donations 6,158.25 246.33 lbs/desk BUG 3.08 
parts (watches, chair donations 955.00 38.2 lbskhair BUG 0.48 
parts (watches, computer donations 1,400.00 56 lbs/unit BUG 0.70 
parts (watches, 8,513.25 1,372.00 4.94 

231 grocery store recycle OCC 255,500.00 700 lbs/bale USEPA 127.75 
grocery store recycle Office paper 3,303.30 25.41 lbs/33glIn USEPA 1.65 
grocery store reuse OCC 10,868.00 2.2 lbs/box USEPA 5.43 
grocery store plastic totes displace OCC 6,864.00 2.2 lbs/box USEPA 3.43 
grocery store recycle meat renderings 130738.81 57 lbs/cf FEECO 65.37 
grocery store recycle grease 6,019.60 7.45 lbs/gal USEPA 3.01 
grocery store 17,732.00 395,561.71 206.65 

232 nursery - plant wholesale Truck tires 2,100.00 Tire truck=601bs USEPA 1.05 
nursery - plant wholesale Plant donations 1,000.00 5 lbs/donated item business 0.50 
nursery - plant wholesale 1,000.00 2,100.00 1.55 

233 composites OCC 23,437.44 OCC=50.08Ibs TELLUS 11.72 
composites Mixed paper 30,243.20 1cy=363.5Ibs USEPA 15.12 
composites shredded paper 1,040.00 8 lbs/33 glln USEPA 0.52 
composites Totes 600.00 1.1Ibs/small box USEPA 0.30 
composites Pallet reuse 1,152.00 Pallet=40Ibs/5 trips USEPA 0.58 
composites Wood scrap reuse 300.00 50Ibs/2mo business 0.15 
composites Pallets recycled 24,000.00 Pallets=40Ibs USEPA 12.00 
composites 2,052.00 78,720.64 40.39 

234 Fast food OCC recycled 8,808.00 2.2Ibs/med box USEPA 4.40 
Fast food OCC recycled 4,368.00 4lbsllarge box USEPA 2.18 
Fast food 13,176.00 6.59 

235 department store paper 254,800.00 700lbslbale USEPA 127.40 
department store office paper 600.00 50 lbs/case USEPA 0.30 
department store OCC reuse 6,240.00 4lbs/large box USEPA 3.12 
department store OCC reuse 3,432.00 2.2Ibs/med box USEPA 1.72 
department store computer paper reduction 332.80 1 ream=6.4 BUG 0.17 
department store pallets reused 87,360.00 40 lbs/ pallet USEPA 43.68 
department store donate goods 2,400.00 200 lbs/month weighed 1.20 
department store 99,764.80 255,400.00 177.58 

236 products OCC recycled 1,144.00 2.2 lbs/med box USEPA 0.57 
products reuse plastic cores 7,800.00 100 lbs/day business 3.90 
products Pallets recycled 9,360.00 40 lbs/pallet USEPA 4.68 
products 7,800.00 10,504.00 9.15 

237 tile/rooting wholesale OCC - scavenger 1,953.12 50.08 Ibs/cy USEPA 0.98 
tile/roofing wholesale 1,953.12 0.98 

Section 9B - All Businesses from Audits - City of Orange ] Page 32 

Board  Meeting
March 15-16, 2005

Agenda Item
Attachment 3a



Boat  Bo
Am 

etin 
Agendfr ALL AUDITED BUSINESSES - CITY OF ORANGE 

Anac 
mentItem atom 2 

g
005 Attadam 

- 
a 

3a 

of 37 

.... 
11 
c[ Business Type Activity Description 

Diversion (weight in pounds) 

Conversion Factor 
(weight per count) 

Source 
Diversion 

Tons 
per year 

Source 
Reduction Recycling Metals 

SR & R 
Inerts 

SR & R 
Composting 

238 building material OCC baled back to DC 1,144,000.00 300 lbs/bale USEPA 572.00 
building material Pallet reuse 189,800.00 pallet=401bs/5 trips USEPA 94.90 
building material metal scrap 85,520.00 info - 
building material sawdust-recycled 19,500.00 375 lbs/cy USEPA 9.75 
building material 209,300.00 1,144,000.00 85,520.00 676.65 

239 Textile Institute OCC reuse 1,716.00 2.2 lbs/med box USEPA 0.86 
Textile Institute Packing material reuse 78.00 33 gal=1.5 lbs USEPA 0.04 
Textile Institute Pallets resold 104,000.00 40 lbs/pallet USEPA 52.00 
Textile Institute 1,794.00 104,000.00 52.90 

240 thrift store OCC 11,440.00 2.2 lbs/med box USEPA 5.72 
thrift store reuse newspaper 1,820.00 12" stack=35Ibs USEPA 0.91 
thrift store pallets sent to DC 2,080.00 tripsUSEPA 1.04 
thrift store 15,340.00 7.67 

241 Restaurant OCC pick up by scavenger 4,680.00 1.5Ibs/box USEPA 2.34 
Restaurant grease trap 7,748.00 fats 7.45Ibs/gal USEPA 3.87 
Restaurant plastic buckets reuse 456.00 1.9 lbs/bucket USEPA 0.23 
Restaurant 8,204.00 4,680.00 6.44 

242 Catering plastic gal jugs reused 47.52 jug=0.33 lbs USEPA 0.02 
Catering 47.52 0.02 

243 cabinet makers - 
cabinet makers - 

244 build material OCC by scavenger 5,700.00 2.2 lbs/med box USEPA 2.85 
build material pallets reuse 208,000.00 tripsUSEPA 104.00 
build material tires 12,000.00 80 lbsltire USEPA 6.00- 
build material 208,000.00 17,700.00 112.85 

245 furniture manufacturer scrap wood 104,000.00 2000Ibs/wk business 52.00 
furniture manufacturer sawdust 390,000.00 3751bs/cy Tellus 195.00 
furniture manufacturer 494,000.00 247.00 

246 assembly/manufacturing recycle sawdust 135,000.00 375 lbs/cy Tellus 67.50 
assembly/manufacturing recycle wood scrap 118,630.80 329.53 lbs/cy Tellus 59.32 
assembly/manufacturing reuse pallets 1,296.00 lbs/pallet CIWMB 0.65 
assembly/manufacturing 1,296.00 253,630.80 127.46 

247 Retail OCC pick up by hauler 74,360.00 2.2 lbs/med box USEPA 37.18 
Retail Al cans by employees 222.00 24 cans= 0.888 lbs USEPA 0.11 
Retail toner sent back 7.50 2.5 lbs/cartridge USEPA 0.00 
Retail 74,589.50 37.29 

248 Adult entertainment store - 
Adult entertainment store 

249 car wash recycle office paper 120.12 .77 lbs/gal USEPA 0.06 
car wash reuse OCC 57.20 1.1 lbs/box USEPA 0.03 
car wash 57.20 120.12 0.09 

250 Auto Dealership OCC reuse 1,716.00 1.1 lbs/small box USEPA 0.86 
Auto Dealership OCC reuse 3,432.00 2.2 lbs/med box USEPA 1.72 
Auto Dealership office paper recycled 1,201.20 23.1 lbs/33g1In USEPA 0.60 
Auto Dealership pallet reuse 640.00 40 lbs/pallet USEPA 0.32 
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Auto Dealership 5,788.00 1,201.20 3.49 
251 grocery store OCC recycle 145,600.00 700Ibs/bale USEPA 72.80 

grocery store totes replace OCC 11,400.00 1.1 lbs/small box USEPA 5.70 
grocery store pallets 41,600.00 pallet=40Ibs/5 trips USEPA 20.80 
grocery store 53,000.00 145,600.00 99.30 

252 container manufacturing OCC 168,000.00 700lbslbale USEPA 84.00 
container manufacturing Pallets fixed 15,600.00 Pallets=40Ibs/2 trips USEPA 7.80 
container manufacturing Pallets for firewood 52,000.00 Pallet=40Ibs USEPA 26.00 
container manufacturing Pallets given away 8,000.00 Pallet=401bs USEPA 4.00 
container manufacturing 75,600.00 168,000.00 121.80 

253 screen printing pallets picked up by scavenger 104,000.00 pallets=401bs USEPA 52.00 
screen printing 104,000.00 52.00 

254 medical center OCC recycled 252,000.00 500 lbs/bale 
given by 
business 126.00 

medical center OCC reuse 11,440.00 2.2 lbs/medium box USEPA 5.72 

medical center Send back boxes 3,600.00 10 lbs/box 
given by 
business 1.80 

medical center eliminate pediatric admission kits 1,800.00 .5 lbs/ each 
given by 
business 0.90 

medical center Pressure cuffs now reusable 3,000.00 0.25 lbs/cuff 
given by 
business 1.50 

medical center 
Cleaning supplies in larger 
containers 99.00 1.1 lbs/bucket USEPA 0.05 

medical center Mixed yard trims 51,840.00 108 Ibs/cy 
given by 
business 25.92 

medical center Pallets-sold 96,000.00 40 lbs/pallet USEPA 48.00 

medical center Pallets sent back 25,920.00 40 lbs/5 trips USEPA 12.96 

medical center Switch to washcloth 16,050.00 15 lbs/case 
given by 
business 8.03 

medical center Reusable surgical towels 6,000.00 10 lbs/case 
given by 
business 3.00 

medical center Donate surgical equipment 300.00 
150 lbs of 
equipment/pallet 

given by 
business 0.15 

medical center Mattress recycled 16,200.00 25 lbs/mattress 
given by 
business 8.10 

medical center Reusable instruments 180.00 5 lbs/item 
given by 
business 0.09 

medical center Toner recycled 6,000.00 2.5 lbs/yr USEPA 3.00 
medical center 68,389.00 422,040.00 245.21 

255 Financial services shredded paper 37.44 33ga1=81bs USEPA 0.02 
Financial services white ledger paper 31.20 10 sheets=0.12 lbs USEPA 0.02 
Financial services toner cartridge 30.00 2.51bs/cartridge USEPA 0.02 
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SR & R 
Inerts 

SR & R 
Composting 

Financial services 98.64 0.05 
256 Financial services Instashred picks up 2722.50 33ga1=8 lbs USEPA 1.36 

Financial services toner sent back 10.00 2.5 lbs/cartridge USEPA 0.01 
Financial services 2,732.50 1.37 

257 mfg - electric components no activity 
mfg - electric components - 

258 systems packing 1,248.00 8 lbs/33 gal USEPA 0.62 
systems recycle scrap metal 652,432.50 906 Ibs/cy USEPA - 
systems 1248.00 652,432.50 0.62 

259 Auto Dealership Pallet reuse 4,160.00 tripsUSEPA 2.08 
Auto Dealership OCC recycled 3,900.00 50 Ibs/cy USEPA 1.95 
Auto Dealership office paper 13,086.00 363.5 Ibs/cy office USEPA 6.54 
Auto Dealership tires 24,000.00 20 lbsftire USEPA 12.00 
Auto Dealership computerized changes 1,300.00 516s/ream USEPA 0.65 
Auto Dealership 5,460.00 40,986.00 23.22 

260 Gardening Yardwaste 40cy=4320Ibs USEPA - 
Gardening Pallet reuse 20,800.00 pallet=401bs/5 trips USEPA 10.40 
Gardening 20,800.00 0.00 0.00 10.40 

261 retail music OCC recycling w/mall 20,592.00 1.1 lb/box USEPA 10.30 
retail music OCC reuse 8,580.00 1.1 lb/box USEPA 4.29 
retail music reuse security cases 1,950.00 2 oz./case business 0.98 
retail music return overages & damages 300.00 5 lb/mo business 0.15 
retail music donations 60.00 2f4 30 lb/ box/ yr business 0.03 
retail music 10,890.00 20,592.00 15.74 

262 consulting 
consulting - 

263 health care OCC reuse 457.60 2.21bs/med box USEPA 0.23 
health care 457.60 0.23 

264 Grocery store OCC recycled 520,000.00 40016s/bale USEPA 260.00 
Grocery store Office paper 4,804.80 33ga1=23.11bs USEPA 2.40 
Grocery store OCC reuse 9,984.00 4lbsAarge box USEPA 4.99 
Grocery store OCC reuse 13,728.00 2.2Ibs/med box USEPA 6.86 
Grocery store Stretch wrap 5,200.00 10016s/wit business 2.60 
Grocery store Pallet reuse 33,280.00 401bs/5 trips USEPA 16.64 
Grocery store Bone barrel 5,200.00 100 lbs/55g1In nce 2.60 
Grocery store Grease recycled 4,920.00 55ga1=4101bs USEPA 2.46 
Grocery store 56,992.00 540,124.80 298.56 

265 grocery store recycle OCC 1,022,000.00 700 lbs/bale USEPA 511.00 
grocery store recycle office paper 660.66 .77 lbs./gal USEPA 0.33 
grocery store recycle stretch wrap 7,843.66 22.55 Ibs/cy Tellus 3.92 
grocery store reuse plastic 5 gal. Buckets 494.00 1.9 lbs/bucket USEPA 0.25 
grocery store produce composted 377,014.93 1443 Ibs/cy Tellus 188.51 
grocery store recycle meat renderings 31,200.00 57 lbs/cf FEECO 15,60 
grocery store recycle grease 10,660.00 7.45 lbs/gal USEPA 5.33 
grocery store recycle yardwaste 1,834.93 108 Ibs/cy USEPA 0.92 
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Source 
Reduction Recycling Metals 

SR & R 
Inerts 

SR & R 
Composting 

grocery store plastic totes displace OCC 16,016.00 2.2 lbs/box USEPA 8.01 
grocery store scratch paper use 520.00 5 lbs/ream USEPA 0.26 
grocery store bread donation 32,850.00 cart full weight 16.43 
grocery store food donations 595.00 cart full weight 0.30 
grocery stare pallets returned 110,760.00 at DC) USEPA 55.38 
grocery store 161,235.00 1,072,364.32 378,849.86 806.22 

266 pharmacy/restaurant recycle OCC 13,260.00 2.55 lbs/box USEPA 6.63 
pharmacy/restaurant reuse plastic 5 gal. Buckets 197.60 1.9 lbs/bucket USEPA 0.10 
pharmacy/restaurant recycle grease 21,307.00 7.45 lbs/gal USEPA 10.65 
pharmacy/restaurant food donations 250.00 weight 0.13 
pharmacy/restaurant 447.60 34,567.00 17.51 

267 printing recycle OCC 13,000.00 weight 6.50 
printing recycle office paper 11,011.00 .77 lbs/gal USEPA 5.51 
printing donate wh Idgr 15,000.00 5 lbs/ream USEPA 7.50 
printing reuse OCC 2,860.00 2.2 lbs/box USEPA 1.43 
printing 17,860.00 24,011.00 20.94 

268 Financial Institution office paper 8,808.80 55ga1=42.35 lbs USEPA 4.40 
Financial Institution 8,808.80 4.40 

269 exterminators no activity - 
exterminators 

270 Assemble office furniture OCC pick up by scavenger 114,400.00 2.21bs/med box USEPA , 57.20 
Assemble office furniture Pallet reuse 4,160.00 401bs/5 trips USEPA 2.08 
Assemble office furniture Pallet pick up by scavenger 20,800.00 40 lbs/pallet USEPA 10.40 
Assemble office furniture 4,160.00 135,200.00 69.68 

271 Financial services Instashred picks up 686.40 33ga1=8 lbs USEPA 0.34 
Financial services toner sent back 30.00 2.5 lbskartridge USEPA 0.02 
Financial services 716.40 0.36 

272 wood furniture OCC reuse 1,802.88 OCC=50.081bs TELLUS 0.90 
wood furniture Plastic laminate reuse 520.00 10Ibs/wk business 0.26 
wood furniture Pallet reuse 12,740.00 71bs/pallet USEPA 6.37 
wood furniture Pallet fixed 3,640.00 Pallet=401bs/2 trips USEPA 1.82 
wood furniture Wood scraps donated 23,726.16 1cy=329.53Ibs TELLUS 11.86 
wood furniture 42,429.04 21.21 

273 Wire distributors OCC reuse 5,720.00 2.21bs/med box USEPA 2.86 
Wire distributors file purge 1,250.00 weight 0.63 25 lbs/case 
Wire distributors wooden spools reused 3,600.00 150 lbs/spool weight 1.80 
Wire distributors wooden skids 7,200.00 pallet size) weight 3.60 
Wire distributors 9,320.00 8,450.00 8.89 

274 temporary staffing service recycle toner cartridge 45.60 2.5 lbs/cartridge USEPA 0.02 
temporary staffing service 45.60 0.02 

275 Hang gliders-mfg OCC reuse 4,576.00 2.21bs/med box USEPA 2.29 
Hang gliders-mfg Kraft paper reused 6,500.00 251bs/day business 3.25 
Hang gliders-mfg Reuse foam 1,040.00 20Ibs/wk business 0.52 
Hang gliders-mfg Wood crates recycled 12,000.00 20001bs/2 month business 6.00 
Hang gliders-mfg Pallets recycled 10,400.00 401bs/pallet USEPA 5.20 
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Business Type Activity Description 

Diversion (weight in pounds) 

Conversion Factor 
(weight per count) 
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per year 

Source 
Reduction Recycling Metals 

SR & R 
Inerts 

SR & R 
Composting 

Hang gliders-mfg OCC recycled 2,600.00 50 Ibs/cy USEPA 130 
Hang gliders-mfg 12,116.00 25,000.00 18.56 

276 systems OCC flat 10,416.64 lbs TELLUS 5.21 
systems scavengers 15,600.00 10016s/door business 7.80 
systems Aluminum scrap 27,300.00 175 lbs/cy whole - 
systems 15,600.00 10,416.64 27,300.00 13.01 

277 piping distribution OCC reuse 11,440.00 1.1 lb/box USEPA 5.72 
piping distribution gaylord reuse 1,440.00 20 lb/box field study 0.72 
piping distribution reduced size of catalogs 900.00 1.5 lb/ea business 0.45 
piping distribution bsn) 2,000.00 2,000 lb/yr business - 
piping distribution iron pipe donated 1,000.00 1,000 lb/yr business - 
piping distribution pallet recycling & burning 24,960.00 40 lbs/pallet USEPA 12.48 
piping distribution pallet reuse 6,816.00 40 lbs/pallet USEPA 3.41 
piping distribution toner cartridge return 17.50 2.5 lbs/ea USEPA 0.01 
piping distribution 20,613.50 24,960.00 3,000.00 22.79 

278 insurance carrier OCC reuse 1,144.00 2.21bs/med box USEPA 0.57 
insurance carrier 1,144.00 0.57 

279 First aid supplies OCC reused 2,080.00 4 lbs/large box USEPA 1.04 
First aid supplies Shredded paper recycled 32.00 33 gal=8 lbs USEPA 0.02 
First aid supplies Pallet pick up by scavenger 6,240.00 40 lbs/pallet USEPA 3.12 
First aid supplies 2,080.00 6,272.00 4.18 

280 alcohol distributor OCC recycle 109,200.00 7001bs/bale USEPA 54.60 
alcohol distributor Mixed paper 13,086.00 paper=363.51bs USEPA 6.54 
alcohol distributor OCC reuse 8,580.00 1.11bs/small box USEPA 4.29 
alcohol distributor Color glass 103,680.00 broken glass FEECO 51.84 
alcohol distributor Pallets recycled 124,800.00 Pallet=40Ibs USEPA 62.40 
alcohol distributor Pallets repaired 26,000.00 Pallet=401bs/2 trips USEPA 13.00 
alcohol distributor 34,580.00 350,766.00 192.67 

281 retail reuse OCC 6,864.00 2.2 lbs/box USEPA 3.43 
retail plastic totes displace OCC 858.00 1.1 lbs/box 0.43 
retail double-sided copies 120.00 5 lbs/ream 0.06 
retail toy donations 520.00 weight 0.26 
retail 8,362.00 4.18 

282 Restaurant Pallet reuse 640.00 401bs/5 trips USEPA 032 
Restaurant 640.00 0.32 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Base Year Modification Request Certification 
Part 1: Generation Study - No Extrapolation 
To request a substitution for a previously approved 
jurisdiction, please complete and sign this form 
representative at the address below, along with 
documentation has been received, your OLA 
before the Board. If you have any questions 
your OLA representative. 

Mail completed documents to: 

California Integrated Waste Management 
Office of Local Assistance 
1001 I Street, (MS-25) 
PO Box 4025 
Sacramento, CA 95812-4025 

General Instructions: 
Please select the ONE choice below that best 
❑ 1. Use a recent generation-based study to 

generation amount, but not officially change our 

CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 

Diversion Data 
base year used in calculating the diversion rate for your 

and return it to your Office of Local Assistance (OLA) 
any additional information requested by OLA staff. When all 

representative will work with you to prepare for your appearance 
about this process, please call (916) 341-6199 to be connected to 

Board 

explains your request to the Board. 
calculate our current reporting year 
existing Board-approved base year. 

officially change our 
base year. 

If you have problems 
of Local Assistance representative by calling (916) 341-6199. 

2. Use a recent generation-based study to 
existing Board-approved base year to a new 

The shaded cells on these sheets are protected. 
using these sheets, please contact your Office 

Section I: Jurisdiction Information and Certification 
All respondents must complete this section. 
I certify under penalty of perjury that the information in this document is true 
knowledge, and that I am authorized to make this certification on behalf of: 

and correct to the best of my 

Jurisdiction Name 

City of Orange 

County 

Orange 
Authorized Signature Title 

Type/Print Name of Person Signing Date Phone ( ) Include Area Code 

Person Completing This Form (please print or type) Title 

Affiliation: 

Mailing Address City State ZIP Code 

E-Mail Address 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD
Base Year Modification Request Certification
Part 1: Generation Study - No Extrapolation Diversion Data

Mail completed documents to:

     California Integrated Waste Management Board
     Office of Local Assistance
     1001 I Street, (MS-25)
     PO Box 4025
     Sacramento, CA  95812-4025

General Instructions:
Please select the ONE choice below that best explains your request to the Board.
       1. Use a recent generation-based study to calculate our current reporting year 
generation amount, but not officially change our existing Board-approved base year.
       2. Use a recent generation-based study to officially change our 
existing Board-approved base year to a new base year.

The shaded cells on these sheets are protected. If you have problems 
using these sheets, please contact your Office of Local Assistance representative by calling (916) 341-6199.

     

ZIP Code

E-Mail Address

Affiliation:

Person Completing This Form (please print or type)

Mailing Address

Title

City State

Authorized Signature Title

Type/Print Name of Person Signing Date Phone (     ) Include Area Code

Jurisdiction Name County

City of Orange Orange

To request a substitution for a previously approved base year used in calculating the diversion rate for your 
jurisdiction, please complete and sign this form and return it to your Office of Local Assistance (OLA) 
representative at the address below, along with any additional information requested by OLA staff.  When all 
documentation has been received, your OLA representative will work with you to prepare for your appearance 
before the Board.  If you have any questions about this process, please call (916) 341-6199 to be connected to 
your OLA representative.

Section l: Jurisdiction Information and Certification
All respondents must complete this section.
I certify under penalty of perjury that the information in this document is true and correct to the best of my 
knowledge, and that I am authorized to make this certification on behalf of:
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Section II: Information for New Generation-Based Study for Existing or New Base Year 

Attach additional sheets if necessary—reference each response to the appropriate cell number (e.g.,"4"). 

Note: New base years must be representative of a jurisdiction's disposal and diversion. 
1. Current Board-approved existing base year: 2. Proposed new generation-based study year: 

1990 2000 

3. Explain how the proposed generation study year is representative of average annual jurisdiction disposal and diversion: 

4. Enter diversion rate information below. 
Diversion rate calculated using 
existing base year a. 32 % 

Diversion rate calculated using new 
generation-based study b. 53 % 

For existing base year 
pounds/person/day based on 
generation 13.35 

For new generation based study 
pounds/person/day based on 
generation 

19.17 

Residential Non-Residential 
generation 50 % generation 50 % 

Residential Non-Residential 
generation 15% % generation 85% % 

Population existing generation-based study 110,658 Population new generation-based study 128200 
5. If there is an increase from 4a to 4b, please explain how the new diversion rate is consistent with your 
current diversion implementation efforts. If the proposed new generation tonnage results in an increase in your 
pounds/person/day, please explain how this is consistent with your current diversion implementation efforts and provide any 
examples (e.g., change in jurisdiction's demographics). 
The new diversion rate is consistent with current diversion efforts including green waste and mixed recyclables curbside 
collection, multi-family recyclables collection, business sector waste reduction and recycling efforts, and other policies, 
ordinances, and outreach efforts. The City conducted a detailed technical outreach and assistance waste auditing program 
to numerous businesses and institutions within the City, and uncovered considerable amounts of diversion as well as 
implementing new programs. Much of the business sector information was unknown during the initial solid waste study in 
1990. In addition, other new diversion efforts have been implemented since 1990. The change in per capita generation is 
due to improved data collection and capture provided by the 2000 waste generation study and improved reporting by 
recyclers and haulers. 

6. If the difference between the proposed diversion rates in 4a and 4b is greater than 5 percentage points, please explain the 
specific reasons for the difference. (For example: new/improved curbside diversion programs.) 

The difference is due to the effectiveness of the new programs that the City has put in place and the partnership that has been created 
through the City and its franchise waste hauler, Waste Management of Orange County. The City is also constantly improving its 
programs. One such example would be the continued technical assistance provided for businesses in the City. Data collected from on-
site surveys are reviewed for potential new programs. The use and the reporting of ADC has been encouraging. And lastly, the City has 
taken efforts to document the recycling and reuse efforts of Its businesses which was not previously documented. The City seeks to 
continually improve their recycling tonnage reporting system. The following are just several examples of the many proactive steps taken 
by the City which would account for the difference in diversion rates. 

Page 2 

Board Meeting
March 15-16, 2005

Agenda Item 18
Attachment 3b

a. % b. %

% % % %
Population existing generation-based study

19.17

Non-Residential 
generation 50

 Residential
generation

For existing base year 
pounds/person/day based on 
generation 13.35

For new generation based study 
pounds/person/day based on 
generation 

15% 85%

The difference is due to the effectiveness of the new programs that the City has put in place and the partnership that has been created 
through the City and its franchise waste hauler, Waste Management of Orange County.  The City is also constantly improving its 
programs.  One such example would be the continued technical assistance provided for businesses in the City.  Data collected from on-
site surveys are reviewed for potential new programs.  The use and the reporting of ADC has been encouraging.  And lastly, the City has 
taken efforts to document the recycling and reuse efforts of Its businesses which was not previously documented.  The City seeks to 
continually improve their recycling tonnage reporting system.  The following are just several examples of the many proactive steps taken 
by the City which would account for the difference in diversion rates.

6. If the difference between the proposed diversion rates in 4a and 4b is greater than 5 percentage points, please explain the 
specific reasons for the difference.  (For example: new/improved curbside diversion programs.)

current diversion implementation efforts. If the proposed new generation tonnage results in an increase in your 
pounds/person/day, please explain how this is consistent with your current diversion implementation efforts and provide any 
examples (e.g., change in jurisdiction’s demographics).

Residential
generation 50

128200110,658

The new diversion rate is consistent with current diversion efforts including green waste and mixed recyclables curbside 
collection, multi-family recyclables collection, business sector waste reduction and recycling efforts, and other policies, 
ordinances, and outreach efforts.  The City conducted a detailed technical outreach and assistance waste auditing program 
to numerous businesses and institutions within the City, and uncovered considerable amounts of diversion as well as 
implementing new programs.  Much of the business sector information was unknown during the initial solid waste study in 
1990.  In addition, other new diversion efforts have been implemented since 1990.  The change in per capita generation is 
due to improved data collection and capture provided by the 2000 waste generation study and improved reporting by 
recyclers and haulers. 

Population new generation-based study 
5. If there is an increase from 4a to 4b, please explain how the new diversion rate is consistent with your

Diversion rate calculated using 
existing base year

Diversion rate calculated using new 
generation-based study

1990 2000

53

Non-Residential
generation

Section II: Information for New Generation-Based Study for Existing or New Base Year

Note: New base years must be representative of a jurisdiction's disposal and diversion.

4. Enter diversion rate information below.

Attach additional sheets if necessary—reference each response to the appropriate cell number (e.g.,"4").

32

1. Current Board-approved existing base year:

3. Explain how the proposed generation study year is representative of average annual jurisdiction disposal and diversion:

2. Proposed new generation-based study year:
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7. Disposal Tonnage (enter values): 

Please select the ONE choice below that best explains 
2 a. All tons claimed are from the Board's Disposal 

LI b. All tons claimed are from a 100 percent audit 

I=1 c. Some Disposal Reporting System data were 

39687 171814 211501 

www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/Forms/rytnmdrq.doc)  

Residential Non-Residential Total 
your disposal data and complete the required tables. 

Reporting System (No explanation required. Go to Section 8.) 

of hauler and self-haul tonnage. (Please complete Reporting Year Tonnage Request and Modification Certification sheet found at 

corrected. (Please complete Reporting Year Tonnage Modification Request and Certification sheet found at www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/Forms/rytnmdrq.doc)  

8. In the table below, list the summarized diversion activities, and diversion data records that support your claim and are available for Board audit. Note: The Board expects the jurisdictions to be able to provide all back-up documentation, 
requested. Include type of record and location—for example, weight tickets from transfer stations. This section should capture all diversion tonnage (form will perform all addition calculations). If any diversion is from restricted wastes, 
agricultural wastes,inert solids [e.g., concrete, asphalt, dirt,] white goods, and scrap metal, please identify those programs/waste types and fill out Section 10. Please mark as Attachment 8 all copies of survey forms. 

*Please provide detailed Non-Residential waste information in Section 9. 

Note: The Board has indicated that it will be scrutinizing total source reduction amounts greater than 5% of total generation. Please be prepared to provide additional details subsantiating your claim. 

if 

Diversion Activity 

Please use the Board's program types. 

Actual tons 

(A) 

Relative Percent to 
Total Generation 

(A/Total 
Generation) 

Specific Material Type(s) (List operation w/multiple materials 
in one box) 

Specific Conversion Factor Used (if any) and Source Type of Record and Location of Record 

The program type glossary is online at: 
www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/Paris/Co  
des/Reduce.htm  

Residential Source Reduction 
Activities 

Backyard composting 
Grasscycling 0.0% 

Other Residential Source Reduction (list each program separately) 

Enter program name 0.0% 
Enter program name 0.0% 
Enter program name 0.0% 
Enter program name 0.0% 
Enter program name 0.0% 

Subtotal, Residential Source 
Reduction 0 0.0% 
Residential Recycling Activities 

Curbside Recycling 12567 2.8% mixed paper and mixed containers Actual weight reported by franchise hauler Franchise hauler reports 
Buyback Centers 1044 0.2% CRV beverage containers Actual weight reported by DOC DOC reports 
Drop-off Centers 
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39687 171814 211501
Residential Non-Residential Total

*Please provide detailed Non-Residential waste information in Section 9.

Diversion Activity Actual tons Relative Percent to 
Total Generation

Specific Material Type(s) (List operation w/multiple materials 
in one box)

Specific Conversion Factor Used (if any) and Source Type of Record and Location of Record

Please use the Board’s program types. 
The program type glossary is online at: (A)

(A/Total 
Generation)

www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/Paris/Co
des/Reduce.htm

   Backyard composting
   Grasscycling 0.0%

   Enter program name 0.0%
   Enter program name 0.0%
   Enter program name 0.0%
   Enter program name 0.0%
   Enter program name 0.0%
Subtotal, Residential Source 
Reduction 0 0.0%
Residential Recycling Activities

  Curbside Recycling 12567 2.8% mixed paper and mixed containers Actual weight reported by franchise hauler Franchise hauler reports
  Buyback Centers 1044 0.2% CRV beverage containers Actual weight reported by DOC DOC reports
  Drop-off Centers

Residential Source Reduction 
Activities

7. Disposal Tonnage (enter values):

            a. All tons claimed are from the Board's Disposal Reporting System (No explanation required. Go to Section 8.)
            b. All tons claimed are from a 100 percent audit of hauler and self-haul tonnage.  (Please complete Reporting Year Tonnage Request and Modification Certification sheet found at www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/Forms/rytnmdrq.doc)

            c. Some Disposal Reporting System data were corrected. (Please complete Reporting Year Tonnage Modification Request and Certification sheet found at www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/Forms/rytnmdrq.doc)

Please select the ONE choice below that best explains your disposal data and complete the required tables.

8. In the table below, list the summarized diversion activities, and diversion data records that support your claim and are available for Board audit. Note: The Board expects the jurisdictions to be able to provide all back-up documentation, if 
requested.  Include type of record and location—for example, weight tickets from transfer stations. This section should capture all diversion tonnage (form will perform all addition calculations).  If any diversion is from restricted wastes, 
agricultural wastes,inert solids [e.g., concrete, asphalt, dirt,] white goods, and scrap metal, please identify those programs/waste types and fill out Section 10. Please mark as Attachment 8 all copies of survey forms. 

  Other Residential Source Reduction (list each program separately)

Note: The Board has indicated that it will be scrutinizing total source reduction amounts greater than 5% of total generation. Please be prepared to provide additional details subsantiating your claim. 
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Diversion Activity 

Please use the Board's program types. 
The program type glossary is online at: 
www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/Paris/Co  

Actual tons 

(A) 

Relative Percent to 
Total Generation 

(A/Total 
Generation) 

Specific Material Type(s) (List operation w/multiple materials 
in one box) 

Specific Conversion Factor Used (If any) and Source Type of Record and Location of Record 

des/Reduce.htm 

Other Residential Recycling (list each program separately) 

Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 

Subtotal, Residential Recycling 13611 3.0% 
Residential Composting Activities 

Green Waste Drop-off 
Curbside Green Waste 14740 3.3% greenwaste Actual weight reported by franchise hauler Franchise hauler reports 
Christmas Tree Program 

Other Residential Composting (list each program separately) 

Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 

Subtotal, Residential Composting 

14740 3.3% 
Subtotal, Residential Diversion 

28351 6.3% 
Non-Residential Source Reduction 
Activities: 

Non-Residential Waste Audits• Mak= 0.8% I See Section 9 I See Section 9 I See Section 9 
Other Non-Residential Source Reduction (list each program separately) 

1000-SR-XRG - Grasscycling 
Government 751 0.2% greenwaste 6.5 tonx/acre/yr Volume Report - City Manager 

1040-SR-SCH - School Source 
Reduction - Grasscycling 1638 0.4% greenwaste 6.5 tonx/acre/yr Volume Report - City Manager 
1050-SR-GOV - County Facility Source 
Reduction 

52 0.0% 
cardboard, plastic 
textile 

containers, pallets, greenwaste, 

occ recycling = 50.08Ibs/cy; occ- reuse = sm boxes @1.1 
Ibs; cans = 089Ibs/case; plastic = 0.06 Ibs; yard waste = 
8tons/acre; grease = 820#/11gal; pallet reuse = 8 Ibs; 
textile = 0.5 Waste audit of Theo Lacy Jail Facility 

Enter program name 
Enter program name 

Subtotal, Non-Residential Source 
Reduction 6029 1.3% 

Page 4 
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Diversion Activity Actual tons Relative Percent to 
Total Generation

Specific Material Type(s) (List operation w/multiple materials 
in one box)

Specific Conversion Factor Used (if any) and Source Type of Record and Location of Record

Please use the Board’s program types. 
The program type glossary is online at: (A)

(A/Total 
Generation)

www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/Paris/Co
des/Reduce.htm

   Enter program name
   Enter program name
   Enter program name
   Enter program name
   Enter program name
Subtotal, Residential Recycling 13611 3.0%
Residential Composting Activities

   Green Waste Drop-off
   Curbside Green Waste 14740 3.3% greenwaste Actual weight reported by franchise hauler Franchise hauler reports
   Christmas Tree Program

   Enter program name
   Enter program name
   Enter program name
   Enter program name
   Enter program name
Subtotal, Residential Composting

14740 3.3%
Subtotal, Residential Diversion

28351 6.3%

  Non-Residential Waste Audits* 3588 0.8% See Section 9 See Section 9 See Section 9

1000-SR-XRG - Grasscycling 
Government 751 0.2% greenwaste 6.5 tonx/acre/yr Volume Report - City Manager
1040-SR-SCH - School Source 
Reduction - Grasscycling 1638 0.4% greenwaste 6.5 tonx/acre/yr Volume Report - City Manager
1050-SR-GOV - County Facility Source 
Reduction

52 0.0%
cardboard, plastic containers, pallets, greenwaste, 
textile

occ recycling = 50.08lbs/cy; occ- reuse = sm boxes @1.1 
lbs; cans = 089lbs/case; plastic = 0.06 lbs; yard waste = 
8tons/acre; grease = 820#/11gal; pallet reuse = 8 lbs; 
textile = 0.5 Waste audit of Theo Lacy Jail Facility

   Enter program name
   Enter program name
Subtotal, Non-Residential Source 
Reduction 6029 1.3%

Non-Residential Source Reduction 
Activities:

  Other Residential Composting (list each program separately)

  Other Non-Residential Source Reduction (list each program separately)

  Other Residential Recycling (list each program separately)
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Board Meeting Agenda Item 18 
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Diversion Activity 

Please use the Board's program types. 
The program type glossary is online at: 
www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/Paris/Co  

Actual tons 

(A) 

Relative Percent to 
Total Generation 

(A/Total 
Generation) 

Specific Material Type(s) (List operation w/multiple materials 
in one box) 

Specific Conversion Factor Used (if any) and Source Type of Record and Location of Record 

des/Reduce.htm 

Recycling 
Non-Residential Waste Audits• 16335 3.6% See Section 9 See Section 9 See Section 9 
Other Non-Residential Recycling (list each program separately) 

2030-RC-OSP - Commercial On-Site 
Pick Up 5152 1.1% OCC Actual weight reported by franchise hauler Franchise hauler reports 

2060-RC-GOV - County Facility 
Recycling 12 0.0% OCC and grease Actual weight reported by facility Facility records 

4050-SP-WDW - Wood Waste 1012 0.2% Wood Waste Actual weight reported Tonnage report from West Coast Arborists 

2030-RC-OSP - Commercial On-Site 
Pick Up 6865 1.5% paper, rubber, sawdust, glass, wood/sawdust Actual weight reported by third party recyclers Tonnage report from third party recyclers 
2030-RC-OSP - Commercial On-Site 
Pick Up 770 0.2% cardboard bales OCC recycling based on 600 lbs/bale Signed facsimile with actual weight reported 

Subtotal Non-Residential Recycling 
30146 6.7% 

Non-Residential Composting 
Activities 

Non-Residential Waste Audits* I 247 I 0.1% I See Section 9 I See Section 9 I See Section 9 

Other Non-Residential Composting (list each program separately) 

3010-CM-RSG - Self-Haul Green 
Waste 2687 0.6% greenwaste Actual weight reported by franchise hauler Franchise hauler reports 

3040-CM-FWC - Food Waste 
Composting 887 0.2% food waste Actual weight reported by third party recyclers Tonnage report from third party recyclers 

Enter program name 
Enter program name 
Enter program name 

Subtotal Non-Residential 
Composting 3821 0.9% 

Subtotal Non-Residential Diversion 39996 8.9% 
Residential/Non- Residential 

Diversion Activities 
ADC 
Sludge 

Scrap Metal 
Construction and Demolition 

168584 37.6% concrete and asphalt 

148 lbs/sf - EPA for CalTrans project; actual weight 
reported by franchise hauler, City loads quantified by 
number of trucks, private C&D project estimate based on 
footprint of building demolished 

CalTrans = email documentation (166,642); 
hauler C&D rpts = (1,883); City truck activity 
C&D project email 

Franchise 
rpts; Private 

Landfill Salvage 33 0.0% inert solids Franchise hauler reports Franchise hauler reports 

Subtotal Residential/ 
Non-Residential Diversion 168617 37.6% 

Total Res/Non-Res Source Reduction 
Tons 6029 1.3% 

Total Diversion Tons 236964 52.8% 

Total Disposal Tons from Sec.7 211501 47.2% 
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Diversion Activity Actual tons Relative Percent to 
Total Generation

Specific Material Type(s) (List operation w/multiple materials 
in one box)

Specific Conversion Factor Used (if any) and Source Type of Record and Location of Record

Please use the Board’s program types. 
The program type glossary is online at: (A)

(A/Total 
Generation)

www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/Paris/Co
des/Reduce.htm

Recycling
  Non-Residential Waste Audits* 16335 3.6% See Section 9 See Section 9 See Section 9

2030-RC-OSP - Commercial On-Site 
Pick Up 5152 1.1% OCC Actual weight reported by franchise hauler Franchise hauler reports
2060-RC-GOV - County Facility 
Recycling 12 0.0% OCC and grease Actual weight reported by facility Facility records
4050-SP-WDW - Wood Waste 1012 0.2% Wood Waste Actual weight reported Tonnage report from West Coast Arborists
2030-RC-OSP - Commercial On-Site 
Pick Up 6865 1.5% paper, rubber, sawdust, glass, wood/sawdust Actual weight reported by third party recyclers Tonnage report from third party recyclers
2030-RC-OSP - Commercial On-Site 
Pick Up 770 0.2% cardboard bales OCC recycling based on 600 lbs/bale Signed facsimile with actual weight reported
Subtotal  Non-Residential Recycling

30146 6.7%
Non-Residential Composting 
Activities
  Non-Residential Waste Audits* 247 0.1% See Section 9 See Section 9 See Section 9

3010-CM-RSG - Self-Haul Green 
Waste 2687 0.6% greenwaste Actual weight reported by franchise hauler Franchise hauler reports
3040-CM-FWC - Food Waste 
Composting 887 0.2% food waste Actual weight reported by third party recyclers Tonnage report from third party recyclers
   Enter program name
   Enter program name
   Enter program name

Subtotal  Non-Residential 
Composting 3821 0.9%

Subtotal  Non-Residential Diversion 39996 8.9%
  Residential/Non- Residential 
Diversion Activities
   ADC
   Sludge
   Scrap Metal
  Construction and Demolition

168584 37.6% concrete and asphalt

148 lbs/sf - EPA for CalTrans project; actual weight 
reported by franchise hauler, City loads quantified by 
number of trucks, private C&D project estimate based on 
footprint of building demolished

CalTrans = email documentation (166,642); Franchise 
hauler C&D rpts = (1,883); City truck activity rpts; Private 
C&D project email

   Landfill Salvage 33 0.0% inert solids Franchise hauler reports Franchise hauler reports

Subtotal Residential/
Non-Residential Diversion 168617 37.6%
Total Res/Non-Res Source Reduction 

Tons 6029 1.3%

Total Diversion Tons 236964 52.8%

Total Disposal Tons from Sec.7 211501 47.2%

  Other Non-Residential Composting (list each program separately)

  Other Non-Residential Recycling (list each program separately)
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March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 3b 

Diversion Activity 

Please use the Board's program types. 
The program type glossary is online at: 
www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/Paris/Co  

Actual tons 

(A) 

Relative Percent to 
Total Generation 

(A/Total 
Generation) 

Specific Material Type(s) (List operation w/multiple materials 
in one box) 

Specific Conversion Factor Used (If any) and Source Type of Record and Location of Record 

des/Reduce.htm  

Total Generation Tons (Div+Dis) 448465 

Diversion Rate 53% 

Page 6 

Board Meeting
March 15-16, 2005

Agenda Item 18
Attachment 3b

Diversion Activity Actual tons Relative Percent to 
Total Generation

Specific Material Type(s) (List operation w/multiple materials 
in one box)

Specific Conversion Factor Used (if any) and Source Type of Record and Location of Record

Please use the Board’s program types. 
The program type glossary is online at: (A)

(A/Total 
Generation)

www.ciwmb.ca.gov/LGCentral/Paris/Co
des/Reduce.htm

Total Generation Tons (Div+Dis) 448465

Diversion Rate 53%
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9. Specific Non-Residential Sector Waste Audits--Top 10 Non-Residential Generators 

Please complete this table for the top 10 non-residential generators that were surveyed. List each non-residential generator separately from largest to smallest, based 
on total diversion tons. Audit reference number ties to your audit sheets. 
(Table will perform all addition calculations). 

Type of Non-Residential 
Generator 

Audit 
Reference 
Number 

Specific/Major Diversion Activities 
Include Material Type 

(e.g., paper recycling, grasscycling). 
(List activities on one line) 

Source 
Reduction 

Tons 

Recycling 
Tons 

Composting 
Tons 

Total Diversion 
Tons 

Percent of Total 
Generation (Total 

Diversion 
Tons/Total 

Generation in 
Section 8) 

Survey Method 
phone (P) 
Mail (M) 
On-site (0) 
Other 

mfg-packaging 210 Cardboard recycling, paper reuse 
and reduction, computerized 
changes, buy bulk cleaning 
supplies. 11 2622 2633.193325 0.6% 

0 

package specialist 201 Carboard recycling, paper recycling 1432 1432 0.3% P 
printing company - New Top 
Ten 

311 Mixed paper & white ledger recycling, white 
ledger reduction / press technology = reduce 
waste 

104 1205 3 1312.2 0.3% 

0 

wood furniture mfg 94 Cardboard recycling, pallet reused and 
recycling, wood scraps donation and 
recycling, sawdust recycling. 20 847 866.274 0.2% 

0 

retail store - New Top Ten 287 OCC bales, old magazines R, OCC reuse, 
shrink-wraps reuse, Chep pallets recycling, 
products return. 358 453 810.71 0.2% 

p 

fruit distribution - New Top 
Ten 

300 OCC bales, office paper R, OCC reuse, 
plastic totes replace OCC, wood pallets 
reuse (system count), food waste for animal 
(cattle) feed. 

521 60 580.57 0.1% 

p 

junk mail advertising 69 Paper recycling, cardboard recycling, pallet 
recycling. 6 424 430.19 0.1% 

p 

metal coating - New Top Ten 308 OCC recycling, OCC reuse, white ledger 
reduction / duplex copies, metal / steel 
recycling, metal / carbon steel recycling, 
metal bins reused, pallets recycle - repaired, 
pallets w/ wood sides reused. 

12 53 344 408.19 0.1% 

0 

grocery store 265 Cardboard recycling, pallet reused and 
recycling, food donation, produce and yard 
waste composting, plastic tote and stretch 
wrap recycling, bone, meat and fat recycling, 
paper recycling and metal recycling. 

61 213 123 397 0.1% 

0 
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Type of Non-Residential 
Generator

Audit 
Reference 
Number 

Specific/Major Diversion Activities 
Include Material Type

(e.g., paper recycling, grasscycling).
(List activities on one line) 

Source 
Reduction 

Tons

Recycling 
Tons

Composting 
Tons

Total Diversion 
Tons

Percent of Total 
Generation (Total 

Diversion 
Tons/Total 

Generation in 
Section 8)

Survey Method
Phone (P)
Mail (M)
On-site (O)
Other ___

mfg-packaging 210 Cardboard recycling, paper reuse 
and reduction, computerized 
changes, buy bulk cleaning 
supplies. 11 2622 2633.193325 0.6%

O

package specialist 201 Carboard recycling, paper recycling 1432 1432 0.3% P
printing company - New Top 
Ten

311 Mixed paper & white ledger recycling, white 
ledger reduction / press technology = reduce 
waste

104 1205 3 1312.2 0.3%

O

wood furniture mfg 94 Cardboard recycling, pallet reused and 
recycling, wood scraps donation and 
recycling, sawdust recycling. 20 847 866.274 0.2%

O

retail store - New Top Ten 287 OCC bales, old magazines R, OCC reuse, 
shrink-wraps reuse, Chep pallets recycling, 
products return. 358 453 810.71 0.2%

p

fruit distribution - New Top 
Ten 

300 OCC bales, office paper R, OCC reuse, 
plastic totes replace OCC, wood pallets 
reuse (system count), food waste for animal 
(cattle) feed.

521 60 580.57 0.1%

p

junk mail advertising 69 Paper recycling, cardboard recycling, pallet 
recycling. 6 424 430.19 0.1%

p

metal coating - New Top Ten 308 OCC recycling, OCC reuse, white ledger 
reduction / duplex copies, metal / steel 
recycling, metal / carbon steel recycling, 
metal bins reused, pallets recycle - repaired, 
pallets w/ wood sides reused. 

12 53 344 408.19 0.1%

O

grocery store 265 Cardboard recycling, pallet reused and 
recycling, food donation, produce and yard 
waste composting, plastic tote and stretch 
wrap recycling, bone, meat and fat recycling, 
paper recycling and metal recycling.

61 213 123 397 0.1%

O

9. Specific Non-Residential Sector Waste Audits--Top 10 Non-Residential Generators

Please complete this table for the top 10 non-residential generators that were surveyed. List each non-residential generator separately from largest to smallest, based 
on total diversion tons. Audit reference number ties to your audit sheets.
(Table will perform all addition calculations) .
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department store - New Top 
Ten 

285 OCC bales, shredded paper R, OCC reuse, 
old paper reuse, online paper reduction, 
plastic hangers return, clothing products 
return, toner cartridges refill. 

p 

6 316 321.53 0.1% 
Totals 1097.7669 7624.3104 469.78 9191.857325 2.0% 

Also provide an attachment 9 which includes all of the generators surveyed. Include for each generator (use type of generator in lieu of specific business name) 
diversion activity and material type and associated tonnage for each diversion activity/material type, and applicable conversion factors/sources. Include copies of survey 
form(s) used. 
Summarize the non-residential diversion activities for the top 10 generators quantification methodology, and applicable conversion factors and sources (e.g., cardboard 
recycling: quantified by monthly tonnage receipts provided by the contact person at the business). 

Businesses 210, 201, 311, 94, 28, 300, 308, 265, 285 (red indicates original Top Ten Businesses) 

Cardboard Reuse and Recycling - Businesses 210, 201, 94, 287, 300, 69, 308, 265, and 285 
Business 210 reported that they send two truckloads of 36 baled OCC for recycling each week. Each bale weighs approximately 1,400 pounds. 
Business 201 reported that they have actual receipts that show they recycle 60 large bales each week weighing 700 pounds per bale. 
Business 94 reported that they have actual receipts that show they recycle 5.5 large bales each month weighing 700 pounds per bale. 
Business 287 reported that they recycle 19 bales weekly, each weighing 900 pounds. They reuse 80-90 (2.2 Ib) boxes daily, 358 days/year. 
Business 300 reported that they recycle 2 small bales daily (5 days/wk), each weighing 350 pounds. They reuse 50-100 (2.2 Ib) boxes daily. Season is 34 weeks 
long. 
Business 69 reported that they reuse and recycle cardboard. Accepted as reported based on site verification. 
Business 308 reported that they recycle 40 cubic yards of loose cardboard, every 3 weeks. 50 Ibs/cy. They reuse 100 (4 lb.) boxes weekly (flatten & returned). 
Business 265 reported that they reuse and recycle cardboard. Accepted amount reported by the store's corporate office. 
Business 285 reported that they recycle 1-15 bales weekly, each weighing 900 pounds. They reuse 2-3 (4 lb.) boxes weekly. 

Paper Reduction and Recycling - Businesses 210, 201, 311, 287, 300, 69, 308, 265, and 285 
Business 210 reported that this tonnage represents the recycling of orders that are not printed correctly (i.e., rejects). Fifty pallets of office paper each year are sent 
out for recycling. Each pallet weighs approximately 400 pounds. 
Business 201 reported that they recycle white office paper filling up a 20 foot bin twice a month. Accepted as reported based on site verification. 
Business 311 reported that they recycle 100 tons per month of waste paper & OCC. Their new press technology has resulted in a minimum of 1% savings of the 
paper ordered which amounts to 4,000 lbs per week = 208,000 pounds annually. 
Business 287 reported that they recycle 6-7 loads of magazines, 2x each week. Each load has 50-80 magazines. (EPA conversion factor used: 3 lbs. for 10 
magazines). 
Business 300 reported that they take home 5 gallons of office paper weekly to recycle. Season is 34 weeks long. (EPA conversion factor used: 10.01 lbs per 13 
gallons). 
Business 69 reported that they recycle office paper and mailers. Accepted as reported based on site verification. 
Business 308 reported that double-side copy 5 reams/week worth of copy paper. (EPA conversion factor used: 5 lbs/ream). 
Business 265 reported that they reuse and recycle paper. Accepted amount reported by the store's corporate office. 
Business 285 reported that their shredded paper is recycled, 10 @ 64-gal. bins annually. (EPA conversion factor used: 8 lbs/13 gallons). They also save paper in 2 
ways: scratch paper, 5 reams/month and online vs. printed reports have reduced files from 3 boxes per week to one box per week. (EPA conversion factors used: 5 
lbs/ream, 50 lbs/box) 

Pallet Reuse and Recycling - Businesses 311, 287, 300, 308 
Business 311 reported that they recycle and repair their pallets, 5 per week (EPA conversion factor used: 40 lbs/pallet). 
Business 94 reported that they reuse and recycle 48 pallets per week. A convorsiorhfactor of 40 lbs per pallet was used. 
Ritainass 300 ranortar1 that thav ratisa 10-100 nallats (FPA nonvarsinn factor imata X(1 Ihs/nallatl 
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department store - New Top 
Ten

285 OCC bales, shredded paper R, OCC reuse, 
old paper reuse, online paper reduction, 
plastic hangers return, clothing products 
return, toner cartridges refill.

6 316 321.53 0.1%

p

1097.7669 7624.3104 469.78 9191.857325 2.0%Totals

Summarize the non-residential diversion activities for the top 10 generators quantification methodology, and applicable conversion factors and sources (e.g., cardboard 
recycling: quantified by monthly tonnage receipts provided by the contact person at the business). 

Also provide an attachment 9 which includes all of the generators surveyed. Include for each generator (use type of generator in lieu of specific business name) 
diversion activity and material type and associated tonnage for each diversion activity/material type, and applicable conversion factors/sources. Include copies of survey 
form(s) used.

Businesses 210, 201, 311, 94, 28, 300, 69, 308, 265, 285 (red indicates original Top Ten Businesses)

Cardboard Reuse and Recycling - Businesses 210, 201, 94, 287, 300, 69, 308, 265, and 285
Business 210 reported that they send two truckloads of 36 baled OCC for recycling each week.  Each bale weighs approximately 1,400 pounds.
Business 201 reported that they have actual receipts that show they recycle 60 large bales each week weighing 700 pounds per bale.
Business 94  reported that they have actual receipts that show they recycle 5.5 large bales each month weighing 700 pounds per bale.
Business 287 reported that they recycle 19 bales weekly, each weighing 900 pounds.  They reuse 80-90 (2.2 lb) boxes daily, 358 days/year.
Business 300 reported that they recycle 2 small bales daily (5 days/wk), each weighing 350 pounds.  They reuse 50-100 (2.2 lb) boxes daily.  Season is 34 weeks 
long.
Business 69 reported that they reuse and recycle cardboard.  Accepted as reported based on site verification.
Business 308 reported that they recycle 40 cubic yards of loose cardboard, every 3 weeks.  50 lbs/cy.  They reuse 100 (4 lb.) boxes weekly (flatten & returned).
Business 265 reported that they reuse and recycle cardboard.  Accepted amount reported by the store's corporate office.
Business 285 reported that they recycle 1-15 bales weekly, each weighing 900 pounds.  They reuse 2-3 (4 lb.) boxes weekly.

Paper Reduction and Recycling - Businesses 210, 201, 311, 287, 300, 69, 308, 265, and 285
Business 210 reported that this tonnage represents the recycling of orders that are not printed correctly (i.e., rejects).  Fifty pallets of office paper each year are sent 
out for recycling.  Each pallet weighs approximately 400 pounds.
Business 201 reported that they recycle white office paper filling up a 20 foot bin twice a month.  Accepted as reported based on site verification.
Business 311 reported that they recycle 100 tons per month of waste paper & OCC.  Their new press technology has resulted in a minimum of 1% savings of the 
paper ordered which amounts to 4,000 lbs per week = 208,000 pounds annually.
Business 287 reported that they recycle 6-7 loads of magazines, 2x each week.  Each load has 50-80 magazines.  (EPA conversion factor used: 3 lbs. for 10 
magazines).
Business 300 reported that they take home 5 gallons of office paper weekly to recycle.  Season is 34 weeks long.  (EPA conversion factor used: 10.01 lbs per 13 
gallons).
Business 69 reported that they recycle office paper and mailers.  Accepted as reported based on site verification.
Business 308 reported that double-side copy 5 reams/week worth of copy paper.  (EPA  conversion factor used: 5 lbs/ream).
Business 265 reported that they reuse and recycle paper.  Accepted amount reported by the store's corporate office.
Business 285 reported that their shredded paper is recycled, 10 @ 64-gal. bins annually.  (EPA conversion factor used: 8 lbs/13 gallons).  They also save paper in 2 
ways:  scratch paper, 5 reams/month and online vs. printed reports have reduced files from 3 boxes per week to one box per week.  (EPA  conversion factors used: 5 
lbs/ream, 50 lbs/box)

Pallet Reuse and Recycling - Businesses 311, 287, 300, 308
Business 311 reported that they recycle and repair their pallets, 5 per week (EPA conversion factor used: 40 lbs/pallet).
Business 94 reported that they reuse and recycle 48 pallets per week.  A conversion factor of 40 lbs per pallet was used.
Business 300 reported that they reuse 10-100 pallets (EPA conversion factor used: 40 lbs/pallet)Page 8
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Business 300 reported that they reuse 10-100 pallets.(EPA conversion factor used: 40 lbs/pallet). 
Business 69 reported that they recycle pallets. Accepted as reported based on site verification. 
Business 308 reported that recycle 90 broken pallets every 3 weeks (EPA conversion factor used: 40 lbs/pallet). In addition, they reuse 20 special pallets with wood 
sides, each weighing 50 lbs. 
Business 265 reported that they reuse and recycle pallets. Accepted amount reported by the stores corporate office. 

Wood Donation and Recycling - Business 94 
Business 94 reported that they recycle wood scraps and sawdust. Accepted as reported based on site verification. 

Metal Recycling & Reuse - Businesses 311, 308 & 265 
Business 308 reported the following metal recycling (which began in 1996): Stainless steel scrap recycling: 6cy every other week (EPA conversion factor of 906 
Ibs/cy) and carbon steel scrap recycling of 20cy every 10 days (EPA conversion factor of 906 Ibs/cy). In addition, they reuse the 35 metal bins each week which weigh 
225 pounds each. (System count used). 
Businesses 265 reported that they recycle some metal. Accepted amount reported by the stores corporate office. 

Product Return & Reuse - Businessses 287 & 285 
Business 287 returns 7-8 loaded pallets weekly of damaged products. Each load weighs 50 lbs. 
Business 285 returns 5-6 boxes each month of damaged products. Each box weighs 30 lbs. 

Toner Cartridge Return - Business 285 
Business 285 returns 2-3 cartridges quarterly (EPA conversion factor of 2.5 lbs/cartridge). 

Stretch Wrap Reuse - Business 287 
Business 287 reuses 2-3 containers (64 gallon containers) full of stretch wrap as dunnage (packaging) each week. (EPA conversion factor of 3.68 pounds per 33 
gallons). 

Plastic Recycling - Businesses 265 
Business 265 reported that they recycle plastic totes and stretch wrap. Accepted amount reported by the stores corporate office. 

Plastic Reuse - Business 285 
Business 285 returns 100 hangers back to warehouse everyl-2 days for reuse. (Field Study of 0.125 pounds per hanger). 

Plastic Totes Replace Cardboard - Business 300 
Business 300 now uses plastic boxes instead of cardboard that is then returned back to the company. These plastic boxes replaced medium boxes (EPA conversion 
factor 2.2 lbs/box), 30-40 boxes/week for the 34 week season. 

Food Waste for Animal Feed - Business 300 
Business 300 directs 30,000 pounds weekly of oranges which are used for cattle feed. The season is 34 weeks long. 

Food Donations - Businesses 265 
Business 265 reported that they donate food. Accepted amount reported by the stores corporate office. 

Rendering - Businesses 265 
Business 265 reported that they recycle bone and fat. Accepted amount reported by the stores corporate office. 

Produce Composted - Businesses 265 
Business 265 reported that they compost produce. Accepted amount reporteRateetrik stores corporate office. 
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Business 300 reported that they reuse 10-100 pallets.(EPA conversion factor used: 40 lbs/pallet).
Business 69 reported that they recycle pallets.  Accepted as reported based on site verification.
Business 308 reported that recycle 90 broken pallets every 3 weeks (EPA conversion factor used: 40 lbs/pallet).  In addition, they reuse 20 special pallets with wood 
sides, each weighing 50 lbs.
Business 265 reported that they reuse and recycle pallets.   Accepted amount reported by the store's corporate office.

Wood Donation and Recycling -  Business 94
Business 94 reported that they recycle wood scraps and sawdust.  Accepted as reported based on site verification.

Metal Recycling & Reuse - Businesses  311, 308 & 265
Business 308 reported the following metal recycling (which began in 1996):  Stainless steel scrap recycling: 6cy every other week (EPA conversion factor of 906 
lbs/cy) and carbon steel scrap recycling of 20cy every 10 days (EPA conversion factor of 906 lbs/cy).  In addition, they reuse the 35 metal bins each week which weigh 
225 pounds each. (System count used).
Businesses 265 reported that they recycle some metal.   Accepted amount reported by the store's corporate office.

Product Return & Reuse - Businessses 287 & 285
Business 287 returns 7-8 loaded pallets weekly of damaged products.  Each load weighs 50 lbs.
Business 285 returns 5-6 boxes each month of damaged products.  Each box weighs 30 lbs.

Toner Cartridge Return - Business 285
Business 285 returns 2-3 cartridges quarterly (EPA conversion factor of 2.5 lbs/cartridge).

Stretch Wrap Reuse - Business 287
Business 287 reuses 2-3 containers (64 gallon containers) full of stretch wrap as dunnage (packaging) each week.  (EPA conversion factor of 3.68 pounds per 33 
gallons).

Plastic Recycling - Businesses 265
Business 265  reported that they recycle plastic totes and stretch wrap.   Accepted amount reported by the store's corporate office.

Plastic Reuse - Business 285
Business 285 returns 100 hangers back to warehouse every1-2 days for reuse.  (Field Study of 0.125 pounds per hanger).

Plastic Totes Replace Cardboard - Business 300
Business 300 now uses plastic boxes instead of cardboard that is then returned back to the company.  These plastic boxes replaced medium boxes (EPA conversion 
factor 2.2 lbs/box), 30-40 boxes/week for the 34 week season.

Food Waste for Animal Feed - Business 300
Business 300 directs 30,000 pounds weekly of oranges which are used for cattle feed.  The season is 34 weeks long.

Food Donations - Businesses 265
Business 265  reported that they donate food.   Accepted amount reported by the store's corporate office.

Rendering - Businesses 265
Business 265 reported that they recycle bone and fat.   Accepted amount reported by the store's corporate office.

Produce Composted - Businesses 265
Business 265 reported that they compost produce.   Accepted amount reported by the store's corporate office.Page 9
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Business 265 reported that they compost produce. 

Greenwaste Composting - Business 265 

Accepted amount reported by the store's corporate office. 

Accepted amount reported by the store's corporate office. Business 265 reported that the compost yard waste. 
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Business 265 reported that they compost produce.   Accepted amount reported by the store's corporate office.

Greenwaste Composting - Business 265
Business 265 reported that the compost yard waste.   Accepted amount reported by the store's corporate office.
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10. For each restricted waste type (i.e., agricultural waste, inert solids, [e.g. concreter, asphalt, dirt, etc.] scrap metals 
and white goods [PRC section 41781.2]) and associated program, please provide the following information: 
a. If the diversion program started on or after January 1, 1990, complete the following table. 
Note: program name refers to one specific diversion program for that waste type (e.g., Diversion conducted by city 
public waste dept.". 

Restricted Waste Type Specific Program Name Year Started Tonnage 

Scrap Metal V 

Inert Solids v 

Business #308 1996 344 

Cal Trans C&D Recycling Projects 1999 166642 
Inert Solids V 

Inert Solids v 

Landfill Salvage 2000 33 

Direct Haul C&D 2000 1883 
Pull Down for Waste Types 

Pull Down for Waste Types 

V 

V 

b. If the diversion program started before January 1, 1990 - and if documentation on the 
not been approved by the Board - on a separate sheet marked "Attachment 10b", provide 
indicates: 
■ How the diversion was the result of a local action taken by the jurisdiction, which 
diversion (PRC sec. 41781.2 [c] [1]). 
■ That the amount of that waste type diverted from the jurisdiction in 1990 was less 
of that waste type disposed at a permitted disposal facility by the jurisdiction in any year 
criterion is applicable to the entire jurisdiction, not to individual programs (PRC sec. 41781.2 
documentation. 
■ That the jurisdiction is implementing, and will continue to implement, the diversion 
reduction and recycling element. 
Note: If documentation for a waste type and program has already been approved by the 
provide an attachment 10b for that waste type and program. 
Instead please provide date of Board approval of previously submitted information. 
If documentation is not available, go to 10d. 
c. If the diversion program started before January 1, 1990, and the documentation requested 
not yet approved by the Board), complete the table below for each program claimed: 

program and waste type has 
the documentation that 

specifically resulted in the 

than or equal to the amount 
before 1990. dote: this 

[c] [2]). Please include 

programs in its source 

Board, you do not have to 

(Date) 

in 10b is available (but 

Restricted Waste Type Specific Program Name New Base Year or Reporting 
Year Diversion Tonnage 

Scrap Metal 

Pull Down for Waste Types 

Pull Down for Waste Types 

Pull Down for Waste Types 

v City of Orange C&D Recycling 4485.5 

V 

V 

V 

Pull Down for Waste Types 

Pull Down for Waste Types 

V 

V 

d. If the diversion program started before January 1, 1990, and the documentation requested in 10b is not available, 
please complete the table below for each program claimed. Note : Only the difference between the new base 
year/reporting year and 1990 can be counted in the diversion rate calculation. 

Restricted Waste Type Specific Program Name New Base Year or 
Reporting Year 

Tonnage 

1990 
Diversion 
Tonnage 

Difference 

Scrap Metal 

Pull Down for Waste Types 

V Business #311 12 9 3 

V 

Pull Down for Waste Types 

Pull Down for Waste Types 

V 

V 

Pull Down for Waste Types 

Pull Down for Waste Types 

V 

V 
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Instead please provide date of Board approval of previously submitted information. (Date)

1990 
Diversion 
Tonnage

pull down for waste types

Restricted Waste Type

1996Business #308pull down for waste types

         That the amount of that waste type diverted from the jurisdiction in 1990 was less than or equal to the amount 
of that waste type disposed at a permitted disposal facility by the jurisdiction in any year before 1990. (Note: this 
criterion is applicable to the entire jurisdiction, not to individual programs (PRC sec. 41781.2 [c] [2]). Please include 
documentation.

pull down for waste types

Direct Haul C&D

pull down for waste types

Specific Program Name

pull down for waste types
Business #311

10. For each restricted waste type (i.e., agricultural waste, inert solids, [e.g. concreter, asphalt, dirt, etc.] scrap metals 
and white goods [PRC section 41781.2]) and associated program, please provide the following information:
a. If the diversion program started on or after January 1, 1990, complete the following table.
Note: program name refers to one specific diversion program for that waste type (e.g., "Diversion conducted by city 
public waste dept.".

Tonnage

344

Year StartedSpecific Program NameRestricted Waste Type

18832000

Cal Trans C&D Recycling Projects

Landfill Salvage 2000
166642

33

pull down for waste types

pull down for waste types

pull down for waste types

City of Orange C&D Recycling

Note: If documentation for a waste type and program has already been approved by the Board, you do not have to 
provide an attachment 10b for that waste type and program.  

If documentation is not available, go to 10d.
c. If the diversion program started before January 1, 1990, and the documentation requested in 10b is available (but 
not yet approved by the Board), complete the table below for each program claimed:

         That the jurisdiction is implementing, and will continue to implement, the diversion programs in its source 
reduction and recycling element.

4485.5

pull down for waste types
pull down for waste types

1999

Restricted Waste Type Specific Program Name New Base Year or Reporting 
Year Diversion Tonnage

b. If the diversion program started before January 1, 1990 - and if documentation on the program and waste type has 
not been approved by the Board - on a separate sheet marked "Attachment 10b", provide the documentation that 
indicates:

pull down for waste types

        How the diversion was the result of a local action taken by the jurisdiction, which specifically resulted in the 
diversion (PRC sec. 41781.2 [c] [1]).

pull down for waste types

Difference

12 39

d. If the diversion program started before January 1, 1990, and the documentation requested in 10b is not available, 
please complete the table below for each program claimed. Note : Only the difference between the new base 
year/reporting year and 1990 can be counted in the diversion rate calculation.

New Base Year or 
Reporting Year 

Tonnage

Scrap Metal

Inert Solids

Inert Solids

Inert Solids

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types

Scrap Metal

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste TypesPull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types

Scrap Metal

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types

Pull Down for Waste Types
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Table A: Site Visit Verification Findings, Diversion Tonnage and Deductions for the City of Orange 

Identification/Generator 

Material 
Type/Program 

Activity 
NBY Claim 

(tons) NBY Methodology 

Verification 
Findings 

(tons) Verification Findings/Site Visit Methodology 

Caltrans C&D 135,530.00 

project records, linier miles X 
conversion factor for solid concrete of 
148 lbs/cf 166,642.00 

The City submitted multiple years of freeway 
construction projects to show 
representativeness. The City requested to use 
alternative conversion factor for asphalt/concrete 
on-site reuse for the highway projects, which 
consequently increased the tonnage from 
Caltrans projects. The alternative conversion 
factor was confirmed by Caltrans staff. 

Sub Total 135,530.00 166,642.00 

City Project C&D 4,485.50 
estimates based on average of sample 
load tickets for trucks 0.00 

The city could not meet Restricted Waste 
Criteria. 

Sub Total 4,485.50 0.00 

Private C&D Projects C&D 16,000.00 

estimate based on the footprint of 
90,000 sq foot, 5-story buildig and 
parking lot of 2-4 acres 0.00 

The tonnage was based solely on an estimate 
and the city could not provide the needed 
documentation. 

Sub Total 16,000.00 0.00 

Third Party Recycling 

paper, rubber, 
sawdust, glass, 
carpet 6,865.46 actual weight 6,865.46 

The city provided original tonnage list reports 
showing actual weight for recycling. 

Sub Total 6,865.46 6,865.46 

Additional Business Diversion 

283 Fabrics Retail Store occ scavenging 20.02 2.2 lbs/box X 350 boxes X 52 wks 0.00 
The business could not verify that the cardboard 
was recycled or not by the scavengers. 

Sub Total 20.02 0.00 
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Table A: Site Visit Verification Findings, Diversion Tonnage and Deductions for the City of Orange  

Identification/Generator

Material 
Type/Program 

Activity
NBY Claim 

(tons) NBY Methodology

Verification 
Findings 

(tons) Verification Findings/Site Visit Methodology

Caltrans C&D 135,530.00

project records, linier miles X 
conversion factor for solid concrete of 
148 lbs/cf 166,642.00

The City submitted multiple years of freeway 
construction projects to show 
representativeness.  The City requested to use 
alternative conversion factor for asphalt/concrete 
on-site reuse for the highway projects, which 
consequently increased the tonnage from 
Caltrans projects. The alternative conversion 
factor was confirmed by Caltrans staff.

     
Sub Total 135,530.00 166,642.00

City Project C&D 4,485.50
estimates based on average of sample 
load tickets for trucks 0.00

The city could not meet Restricted Waste 
Criteria.

     
Sub Total  4,485.50 0.00

Private C&D Projects C&D 16,000.00

estimate based on the footprint of 
90,000 sq foot, 5-story buildig and 
parking lot of 2-4 acres 0.00

The tonnage was based solely on an estimate 
and the city could not provide the needed 
documentation.

     
Sub Total  16,000.00 0.00

Third Party Recycling

paper, rubber, 
sawdust, glass, 
carpet 6,865.46 actual weight 6,865.46

The city provided original tonnage list reports 
showing actual weight for recycling.

     
Sub Total  6,865.46 6,865.46

Additional Business Diversion

283 Fabrics Retail Store occ scavenging 20.02 2.2 lbs/box X 350 boxes X 52 wks 0.00
The business could not verify that the cardboard 
was recycled or not by the scavengers.

Sub Total  20.02  0.00  
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Identification/Generator 

Material 
Type/Program 

Activity 
NBY Claim 

(tons) NBY Methodology 

Verification 
Findings 

(tons) Verification Findings/Site Visit Methodology 

287 Retail Store 
chep pallets 
recycling 321.00 300 pallets X 40Ibs/pallet X 52 wks 0.00 

The total number of the pallets in the system 
could not be determined; therefore, net reduction 
of the disposal could not be determined. 

Sub Total 321.00 0.00 

289 Entertainment & rest. pallets scavenging 1.82 
40Ibs/pallet X 3.5 pallets every other 
weeks 0.00 

The business could not verify that the cardboard 
was recycled or not by the scavengers. 

Sub Total 1.82 0.00 

290 Transportation pallets reuse 8.00 40Ibs/pallet X 400 pallets 0.00 

The total number of the pallets in the system 
could not be determined; therefore, net reduction 
of the disposal could not be determined. 

Sub Total 8.00 0.00 

300 Fruit Distribution pallets reuse 6.80 40Ibs/pallet X 10/week X 34 weeks 0.20 
The reuse of pallet can be counted only once to 
determine the net reduction of the disposal. 

Sub Total 6.80 0.20 

301 Mfg aerospace parts pallets scavenging 3.00 40Ibs/pallet X 12.5 pallets X 12 months 0.00 
The business could not verify that the cardboard 
was recycled or not by the scavengers. 

Sub Total 3.00 0.00 

302 Office small occ reuse 2.29 80 sm boxes X 1.1Ibs X 52 wks 0.04 
The business can only count the cardboard 
boxes being reused once. 

Sub Total 2.29 0.04 

303 Administrative Office metal recycling 23.56 
8cy every 6 wks X 906 Ibs/cy, this is a 
25% increase since they first started 0.00 

The city could not provide the information 
needed to meet the Restricted Waste Criteria. 

Sub Total 23.56 0.00 
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Identification/Generator

Material 
Type/Program 

Activity
NBY Claim 

(tons) NBY Methodology

Verification 
Findings 

(tons) Verification Findings/Site Visit Methodology

287 Retail Store
chep pallets 
recycling 321.00 300 pallets X 40lbs/pallet X 52 wks 0.00

The total number of the pallets in the system 
could not be determined; therefore, net reduction 
of the disposal could not be determined.

Sub Total  321.00 0.00

289 Entertainment & rest. pallets scavenging 1.82
40lbs/pallet X 3.5 pallets every other 
weeks 0.00

The business could not verify that the cardboard 
was recycled or not by the scavengers.

Sub Total  1.82 0.00

290 Transportation pallets reuse 8.00 40lbs/pallet X 400 pallets 0.00

The total number of the pallets in the system 
could not be determined; therefore, net reduction 
of the disposal could not be determined.

Sub Total  8.00 0.00

300 Fruit Distribution pallets reuse 6.80 40lbs/pallet X 10/week X 34 weeks 0.20
The reuse of pallet can be counted only once to 
determine the net reduction of the disposal.

Sub Total  6.80  0.20  

301 Mfg aerospace parts pallets scavenging 3.00 40lbs/pallet X 12.5 pallets X 12 months 0.00
The business could not verify that the cardboard 
was recycled or not by the scavengers.

Sub Total  3.00 0.00

302 Office small occ reuse 2.29 80 sm boxes X 1.1lbs X 52 wks 0.04
The business can only count the cardboard 
boxes being reused once.

Sub Total  2.29 0.04

303 Administrative Office metal recycling 23.56
8cy every 6 wks X 906 lbs/cy, this is a 
25% increase since they first started 0.00

The city could not provide the information 
needed to meet the Restricted Waste Criteria.

Sub Total  23.56 0.00

Page 2



Board Meeting Agenda Item 18 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 4 

Identification/Generator 

Material 
Type/Program 

Activity 
NBY Claim 

(tons) NBY Methodology 

Verification 
Findings 

(tons) Verification Findings/Site Visit Methodology 

311 Printing company metal recycling 3.00 1 ton/month = 12 tons, 25% of 12 tons 0.00 
The city could not provide the information 
needed to meet the Restricted Waste Criteria. 

Sub Total 3.00 0.00 

Total 163,270.45 173,507.70 

Regional Diversion Facility 

Disposal 
residual solid 
waste from C&D 145.32 0.00 

The city did not provide the information needed 
for verification. 

Sub Total 145.32 0.00 
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Identification/Generator

Material 
Type/Program 

Activity
NBY Claim 

(tons) NBY Methodology

Verification 
Findings 

(tons) Verification Findings/Site Visit Methodology

311 Printing company metal recycling 3.00 1 ton/month = 12 tons, 25% of 12 tons 0.00
The city could not provide the information 
needed to meet the Restricted Waste Criteria.

Sub Total  3.00 0.00

Total  163,270.45 173,507.70

Regional Diversion Facility

Disposal
residual solid 
waste from C&D 145.32 0.00

The city did not provide the information needed 
for verification.

Sub Total  145.32 0.00
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 

Resolution 2005-76 

Consideration Of A Request To Change The Base Year To 2000 For The Previously Approved 
Source Reduction And Recycling Element For The City Of Orange, Orange County 

WHEREAS, Public Resources Code Sections 41031 (Cities) and 41331 (Counties) requires that 
information submitted by a jurisdiction on the quantities of solid waste it has generated, diverted 
and disposed, shall include data as accurate as possible to enable the Integrated Waste 
Management Board (Board) to accurately measure the jurisdiction's achievement of the 
diversion requirement pursuant to PRC Section 41780; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Orange (City) submitted documentation requesting to change its base 
year to 2000 using the data from its previously approved 2000-generation study, which it claims 
is as accurate as possible; and Board staff concurs and recommends approval; and 

WHEREAS, a portion of the diversion tonnage originally claimed by the City has been modified 
as a result of staff verification, and is reflected in the staff-revised certification; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby approves the base-year 
change to 2000, as revised, for the City of Orange. 

CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a 
resolution duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 

Dated: 

Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 

Resolution 2005-76 
Consideration Of A Request To Change The Base Year To 2000 For The Previously Approved 
Source Reduction And Recycling Element For The City Of Orange, Orange County 
 
WHEREAS, Public Resources Code Sections 41031 (Cities) and 41331 (Counties) requires that 
information submitted by a jurisdiction on the quantities of solid waste it has generated, diverted 
and disposed, shall include data as accurate as possible to enable the Integrated Waste 
Management Board (Board) to accurately measure the jurisdiction’s achievement of the 
diversion requirement pursuant to PRC Section 41780; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Orange (City) submitted documentation requesting to change its base 
year to 2000 using the data from its previously approved 2000-generation study, which it claims 
is as accurate as possible; and Board staff concurs and recommends approval; and 
 
WHEREAS, a portion of the diversion tonnage originally claimed by the City has been modified 
as a result of staff verification, and is reflected in the staff-revised certification; and 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby approves the base-year 
change to 2000, as revised, for the City of Orange. 
 

CERTIFICATION 
 
The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a 
resolution duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 
 
Dated:   
 
 
 
Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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AGENDA ITEM 19 
ITEM 
Consideration Of The Recycling Market Development Revolving Loan Program Application For 
Arboricultural Specialties, Inc. 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
This agenda item presents for consideration the Arboricultural Specialties, Inc. application 
to the Recycling Market Development Revolving Loan Program (RMDZ Loan). 
Arboricultural Specialties, Inc. has requested a $780,000.00 RMDZ loan for their new 
"Green Waste Recycle Yard" (GWRY) project. Loan proceeds will be used to finance the 
purchase of real property consisting of a seven-acre parcel and machinery and equipment in 
Richmond within the Contra Costa County Recycling Market Development Zone. 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
None. 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
1. Approve the RMDZ Loan application for Arboricultural Specialties, Inc. 
2. Approve with revisions the RMDZ Loan application for Arboricultural Specialties, Inc. 
3. Take no action and provide staff with further direction. 

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Board approve Option No.1 and adopt Resolution Number 2005-79 
to approve a RMDZ Loan to Arboricultural Specialties, Inc. in the amount of $780,000.00 

V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 

Company Background 
Arboricultural Specialties, Inc. d.b.a. The Professional Tree Care Company was 
incorporated as a California corporation in 1995. 

Brian Fenske, President and 100 percent owner, started the business in 1978. A 
Certified Arborist and a member of the International Society of Arboriculture, Mr. 
Fenske, started the tree care business over 25 years ago. With employees currently 
totaling 39, the Professional Tree Care Co. provides a wide range of tree services such 
as tree pruning, tree removal, stump removal, stump grinding, spraying, fertilization 
and planting. Client base includes Caltrans, Cal State, Berkeley, UC Berkeley, City of 
Redwood, cemetery operators and various homeowners' associations. 

Board Approved Eligibility Criteria — November 2003 
• A recycling project is a project where post consumer or secondary materials are 

used to produce a value-added finished product or, intermediate processing of 
recovered material is provided. A value added recycled product is one in which 
the raw materials have increased their value through a change in their character or 
composition through a manufacturing process. Arboricultural Specialties, Inc. 
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to the Recycling Market Development Revolving Loan Program (RMDZ Loan).  
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IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Board approve Option No.1 and adopt Resolution Number 2005-79 
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V. ANALYSIS 
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Company Background 
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Brian Fenske, President and 100 percent owner, started the business in 1978.  A 
Certified Arborist and a member of the International Society of Arboriculture, Mr. 
Fenske, started the tree care business over 25 years ago.  With employees currently 
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recovered material is provided.  A value added recycled product is one in which 
the raw materials have increased their value through a change in their character or 
composition through a manufacturing process.  Arboricultural Specialties, Inc. 
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will divert urban logs from landfills and prepare them as a feedstock for mill 
operators in making dimensional lumber products and create usable mulch 
products for various landscape and construction projects. 

Feedstock Sources 
• GWRY will recover urban logs from the Greater San Francisco Bay Area and 

recycle urban logs that are destined to the West Contra Costa Sanitary Landfill 
and other nearby California landfills. 

• Tree service operators and contractors, urban landscape designers and planners, 
various public works departments within the greater San Francisco bay area such as 
Caltrans, large property owners such as California State University, University of 
California, homeowners' associations, cemetery operators, homeowners, etc. are 
typical customers. Storm damaged trees are a natural source of material. Most 
urban trees are removed because they are dead or dying or because of "hardscape" 
damage i.e. tree roots that damage sidewalks, buildings, underground pipes, etc. 

• GWRY will be receiving urban tree logs from Professional Tree Care and other 
similar tree service operators and landscaping service operators from the greater 
San Francisco Bay area. In addition, GWRY will take over the urban tree 
recycling operation of the East Bay Conservation Corp. The East Bay 
Conservation Corp. under its Urban Tree Mill Operation currently processes more 
than 2,000 tons of urban wood logs. However, the East Bay Conservation Corp. 
will be discontinuing the urban tree recycling operation as the property owner has 
decided to convert the real property to an auto mall. 

Value-Added Product 
• Prepare urban logs as feedstock for mill operators in making dimensional lumber 

products and creating usable woodchip and mulch products for various landscape 
and construction projects. 

• GWRY will prepare urban logs for milling including sorting, grading, scaling to 
mill size specifications of 14', 17' and 21'. GWRY will grind left-over urban 
logs to woodchips and mulch for landscaping use and any residual that cannot be 
re-used (about 1 to 10 percent) will be sold to the Woodland Biomass Power Ltd 
(co-generation plant). 

End Users 
• Milling companies that make dimensional lumber from urban logs, landscapers 

for mulch and wood chips and the Woodland Biomass Power Ltd (co-generation 
plant) for any left over woody waste. 

Proposed RMDZ Loan Request 
• Arboricultural Specialties, Inc. has requested a RMDZ loan in the amount of 

$780,000.00. Loan proceeds of up to $276,100.00 will be used to purchase and 
install a new shredding machine. The remaining $500,000.00 will finance real 
property. The real property, with a purchase price of $1,800,000.00, consists of a 7-
acre parcel including a 3,840 square foot metal building located at 2550 Garden 
Tract Road, Richmond, California. A loan fee of $3,900.00 will be financed. The 
RMDZ loan will fund approximately 35.5 percent of the total project cost. The 
matching funds of $1,300,000.00 for the real property acquisition and the initial 
working capital requirement will be from Scott Valley Bank, Arboricultural 
Specialties' bank of account. 
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Interdivisional Reviews 
• Permitting and Enforcement Division (P&E) are in the process of reviewing the 

applicant's permit requirements and the result will be presented at the 
Sustainability and Market Development Committee. 

• Diversion, Planning, and Local Assistance Division (DPLA) have reviewed the 
project and have determined that the materials to be processed by Arboricultural 
Specialties, Inc. is normally disposed of in a landfill. 

• Arboricultural Specialties, Inc. has certified that the project complies with all 
local and federal laws, regulations, requirements and rules, including CEQA. 

Loan Committee 
• The Loan Committee will meet on March 3, 2005 to consider Staff's analysis of 

Arboricultural Specialties, Inc.'s loan application, and their ability to repay and 
collateralize the loan. 

• The results will be presented at the Sustainability and Market Development 
Committee. 

B. Environmental Issues 
• The property is in the neighborhood of Richmond Sanitary Services and West 

Contra Costa Sanitary Landfill, owned by Republic Services, Inc. The property is 
also adjacent to Syar Industries, a concrete and asphalt recycler. A wooden pallet 
recycling operator is currently operating from a portion of the facility. 

C. Program/Long Term Impacts 
• Based on the information in the jurisdiction's Source Reduction And Recycling 

Element (SRRE), urban logs that will be used in feedstock for this project are 
normally disposed of in landfills. 

• GWRY is projected to process 3,000 tons per year of urban logs and other green 
waste material and will contribute to the diversion of that material from the waste 
stream, thereby assisting the local jurisdiction's compliance with AB 939. 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
• The Contra Costa County recycling coordinator, zone administrator and the local 

jurisdiction are the key stakeholders for this project. 
• This new project will divert an additional 3,000 tons per year of green waste from 

California landfills. 

It is projected that 3 new jobs will be created as a result of this loan. 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
• Public Resources Code, Section 42023.1, provides the authority that funds this item. 
• This item is funded by the Recycling Market Development Loan Program Sub 

account. 

F. Legal Issues 
None. 
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• The property is in the neighborhood of Richmond Sanitary Services and West 
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G. Environmental Justice 
The U.S. Census Bureau 2000 depicts for Census Tract 3650.01 Contra Costa 
County, California the following: 
• Demographics 

45.7% Black or African American 
25.1% White 
16.5% Asian 
0.4% American Indian & Alaska Native 
0.3% Native Hawaiian & Other Pacific Islander 
7.4% Other 
4.6% Two or more races 

VI.  

VII.  

• Economic 
$45,990 
$22,973 

14.7% 

Project Site 
• Site location 
• The area 
• This area 

facility. 

H. 2001 Strategic 
This item supports 
• Goal 2, 

either convert 
recycled 

• Goal 3, 
areas. 

• Goal 6, 
policies 

• Goal 7, 
jurisdictions 
is expected 
feedstock 
mulch for 

FUNDING INFORMATION 

Profile 
Median household 
Per capita 
Persons living 

Information 
is 2550 Garden 

is predominantly 
is sparsely populated 

Plan 
the Board's 

Objective 2, Strategy 
non-hazardous 

raw material to 
Objective 2, Strategy 

Objective 1, Strategy 
into program eligibility. 
Objective 2, Strategy 

to increase 
to divert 3,000 

for mill operators 

income 
income 

below poverty 

Tract Road, Richmond, California. 
light industrial and is zoned P1 "light industial". 

and the nearest residence is 5 miles from the 

2001 Strategic Plan as follows: 
B: Process low interest loans for companies that 
solid waste into a recycled raw material or use a 

ultimately produce a recycled content product. 
B. Promotes economic development in underserved 

B: Promotes the Board's Environmental justice 

B: Program staff works with business in local 
diversion of materials from landfills. The GWRY project 

tons of urban logs annually by recycling them to 
for making dimensional lumber, woodchips, and 

landscape operators. 

1. Fund 
Source 

2. Amount 
Available 

3. Amount to 
Fund Item 

4. Amount 
Remaining 

5. Line Item 

RMDZ Loan 
Sub-account 

$12,152,000 $ 780,000 $11,372,000 Direct Loan 

ATTACHMENTS 
1. Resolution Number 2005-79 
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G. Environmental Justice 
The U.S. Census Bureau 2000 depicts for Census Tract 3650.01 Contra Costa 
County, California the following: 
• Demographics 

45.7%  Black or African American 
25.1%  White 
16.5%  Asian 
  0.4%  American Indian & Alaska Native 
  0.3%  Native Hawaiian & Other Pacific Islander 
  7.4%  Other 
  4.6%  Two or more races 
 

• Economic Profile 
$45,990 Median household income 
$22,973 Per capita income 
   14.7% Persons living below poverty 
 

Project Site Information 
• Site location is 2550 Garden Tract Road, Richmond, California. 
• The area is predominantly light industrial and is zoned P1 “light industial”. 
• This area is sparsely populated and the nearest residence is 5 miles from the 

facility. 
 

H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
This item supports the Board’s 2001 Strategic Plan as follows: 
• Goal 2, Objective 2, Strategy B:  Process low interest loans for companies that 

either convert non-hazardous solid waste into a recycled raw material or use a 
recycled raw material to ultimately produce a recycled content product. 

• Goal 3, Objective 2, Strategy B.  Promotes economic development in underserved 
areas. 

• Goal 6, Objective 1, Strategy B:  Promotes the Board’s Environmental justice 
policies into program eligibility. 

• Goal 7, Objective 2, Strategy B:  Program staff works with business in local 
jurisdictions to increase diversion of materials from landfills.  The GWRY project 
is expected to divert 3,000 tons of urban logs annually by recycling them to 
feedstock for mill operators for making dimensional lumber, woodchips, and 
mulch for landscape operators. 

  
VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
 

1. Fund 
Source 

2. Amount 
Available 

3. Amount to 
Fund Item 

4. Amount 
Remaining 

5. Line Item 

RMDZ Loan 
Sub-account 

$12,152,000 $     780,000 $11,372,000 Direct Loan 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1.  Resolution Number 2005-79 
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VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff: Govindan Viswanathan Phone: (916) 341-6541 
B. Legal Staff: Michael Bledsoe Phone: (916) 341-6058 
C. Administration Staff: N/A Phone: 

IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION 
A. Support 

The Zone Administrator for the Contra Costa County Recycling Market Development 
Zone has provided input and support for this project. 

B. Opposition 
Staff has not received any written opposition at the time this item was submitted for 
publication. 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-79 

Consideration Of The Recycling Market Development Revolving Loan Program Application For 
Arboricultural Specialties, Inc. 

WHEREAS, the California Integrated Waste Management Board (Board) is authorized to make 
loans to recycling businesses located in designated Recycling Market Development Zones that 
use post consumer or secondary waste materials from its Recycling Market Development 
Revolving Loan Account; and 

WHEREAS, 
consideration; 

Board staff has received a complete 
and 

loan application which is ready for 

WHEREAS, Board staff has determined that the application is eligible for consideration of loan 
funding and has recommended to the Loan Committee the approval and authorization of the loan 
to the eligible applicant; and 

WHEREAS, the Loan Committee has considered the credit-worthiness of the eligible applicant 
and has recommended to the Board the approval and authorization of the loan to the eligible 
applicant; and 

WHEREAS, the Board staff and Loan Committee have considered the extent to which the 
eligible applicant meets the goals of the Recycling Market Development Revolving Loan 
Program and have recommended to the Board the approval and authorization of the loan to the 
eligible applicant; and 

WHEREAS, Section 17935.6 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations allows the 
extension of a loan commitment beyond 180 days if agreed to by both the Board and the Applicant. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that in accordance with the recommendations of 
the Board staff and the Loan Committee, the Board hereby approves the funding of the following 
loan in the following original principal amount as set forth next to the Borrower's name, subject 
to all terms and conditions contained in the loan agreement to be prepared by Board staff for this 
loan in accordance with applicable regulations, and on such other terms and conditions as the 
Board or its duly authorized staff representative in its or their sole discretion deems necessary or 
advisable: 

BORROWER AMOUNT 

Arboricultural Specialties, Inc. $780,000.00 

(over) 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-79 

Consideration Of The Recycling Market Development Revolving Loan Program Application For 
Arboricultural Specialties, Inc. 
 
WHEREAS, the California Integrated Waste Management Board (Board) is authorized to make 
loans to recycling businesses located in designated Recycling Market Development Zones that 
use post consumer or secondary waste materials from its Recycling Market Development 
Revolving Loan Account; and 
 
WHEREAS, Board staff has received a complete loan application which is ready for 
consideration; and  
 
WHEREAS, Board staff has determined that the application is eligible for consideration of loan 
funding and has recommended to the Loan Committee the approval and authorization of the loan 
to the eligible applicant; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Loan Committee has considered the credit-worthiness of the eligible applicant 
and has recommended to the Board the approval and authorization of the loan to the eligible 
applicant; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Board staff and Loan Committee have considered the extent to which the 
eligible applicant meets the goals of the Recycling Market Development Revolving Loan 
Program and have recommended to the Board the approval and authorization of the loan to the 
eligible applicant; and 
 
WHEREAS, Section 17935.6 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations allows the 
extension of a loan commitment beyond 180 days if agreed to by both the Board and the Applicant. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that in accordance with the recommendations of 
the Board staff and the Loan Committee, the Board hereby approves the funding of the following 
loan in the following original principal amount as set forth next to the Borrower’s name, subject 
to all terms and conditions contained in the loan agreement to be prepared by Board staff for this 
loan in accordance with applicable regulations, and on such other terms and conditions as the 
Board or its duly authorized staff representative in its or their sole discretion deems necessary or 
advisable: 
 
BORROWER        AMOUNT 
 
Arboricultural Specialties, Inc.      $780,000.00 
 

(over) 
 



RESOLVED FURTHER, that the Board, the Executive Director, or their authorized 
representative(s), be and each hereby is, authorized to do and perform any and all such acts, 
including, but not limited to, execution of the loan agreement, to be prepared by Board staff, 
and all other documents or certificates as the Board, the Executive Director, or their authorized 
representative(s), in its or their sole discretion, deem necessary or advisable to carry out the 
purposes of this Resolution. 

RESOLVED FURTHER, that any actions of the Board, the Executive Director, or their 
authorized representative(s), taken prior to the date of the adoption of this Resolution, which are 
within the scope of authority conferred by this Resolution, are hereby ratified, confirmed and 
approved as the acts and deeds of the Board. 

CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a 
resolution duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 

Dated: 

Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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AGENDA ITEM 20 
ITEM 
Consideration Of The Application To Renew The Chico Recycling Market Development Zone 
Designation 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
The Recycling Market Development Zone (RMDZ) program fosters the development of 
local markets for recovered materials. Zones are business development areas targeted by 
local governments and approved by the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
(Board). The RMDZ program is a partnership between the Board and local governments, 
with local governments providing a variety of business incentives; and the Board 
providing an attractive loan program and a myriad of technical business assistance to 
support local recycling-based manufacturers. 

As outlined in Public Resources Code section 42011, zones are approved for a term of 10 
years. At the end of this term, the Zone Administrator (ZA) or other delegated persons 
may reapply to the Board for another 10-year designation term (California Code of 
Regulations section 17914). The Chico ZA has submitted an application to renew the 
RMDZ designation. In order for the zone and its businesses to continue receiving Board 
RMDZ services, the ZA has requested that the Board consider approving the zone 
renewal application. 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
In December 1994, the Board approved the designation for the Chico RMDZ. 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
1. Approve the request to renew the Chico RMDZ for another 10-year term. 
2. Deny the request to renew the Chico RMDZ for another 10-year term. 
3. Grant a conditional redesignation to the RMDZ, with conditions of approval as 

specified by the Board. 

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Board approve Option #1 and adopt Resolution Number 2005-77. 
The decision to renew the Chico RMDZ for another 10-year term will allow recycled-content 
product (RCP) manufacturers and other qualified businesses to continue receiving the 
technical support and financial services provided by the Board's RMDZ Program. 
Additionally, this approval will provide renewed support for the City of Chico and facilitate 
Board staff's continuing efforts to develop additional markets for recycled materials. 

V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 

• The Chico RMDZ is administered by the Environmental Services Management 
Division, located within the City Manager's Office. 

• This zone encompasses approximately 130 square miles in the northern portion of 
Butte County and includes the City of Chico; and industrial and unincorporated 
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product (RCP) manufacturers and other qualified businesses to continue receiving the 
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Division, located within the City Manager’s Office. 
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properties located due west and south of the Chico Urban Area. 
• The Chico zone is distant from major recycled material markets; thus the RMDZ 

program is an asset to the City's waste diversion and business retention/expansion 
plan. Renewing the RMDZ will allow additional development of recycling-based 
businesses within the region. The RMDZ also complements the existing 
cooperative business development efforts by the City of Chico and the other local 
economic development agencies. 

• Based on the 2003 Annual RMDZ Report, zone businesses diverted 
approximately 140 tons from the region's landfills; and almost 100 people were 
employed by these businesses. 

• Since 1994, RMDZ loans totaling $1,167,000 have been made to the following 
businesses: Wax Box Firelog Corporation, (produce fire logs from waxed 
cardboard boxes); Van Duerr Industries (produce tire products from scrap tires); 
Work Training Center (produce wood products from scrap wood); and Earthworm 
Soil Factory (vermi-compost company). 

• Three manufacturers: Wax Box Firelog Corporation, Van Duerr Industries, and 
Earthworm Soil Factory are receiving free marketing services through the Board's 
RecycleStore Project. 

• Inventors in the Chico RMDZ currently participate in the Board supported 
Inventors Alliance of Northern California organization and are developing new 
RCP ideas. 

• In compliance with established regulations, the Chico ZA has submitted a formal 
request to the Board for consideration. Resolutions from the Butte County Board 
of Supervisors and the Chico City Council, approving the renewal of the Chico 
RMDZ, were also submitted to the Board. 

B. Environmental Issues 
A zone renewal requires evidence of compliance with the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA). The ZA has submitted appropriate documents for the Board's 
review. The Board's Legal Office has determined that previously prepared CEQA 
documents may be used to renew the RMDZ, if the responsible environmental authority 
documents that no significant environmental changes have occurred since the original 
RMDZ designation was granted by the Board. The Chico ZA exercised this option and 
provided a copy of the Notice of Determination that was filed with the State 
Clearinghouse on November 8, 2004 by the City of Chico's Planning Office. The formal 
determination stated that "there are no additional environmental impacts from the 
continuation of this (RMDZ) program". 

The designation of RMDZs in certain geographic areas of the state promotes the 
market development of recyclables through recycling-based manufacturing. The use 
of recyclables in manufacturing increases diversion from landfills as well as assists 
local jurisdictions to meet and maintain state diversion mandates. 

As more and more recyclables are diverted, the impact of building fewer landfills in 
remote, rural or residential areas lessens environmental concerns pertaining to air and 
water pollution and truck traffic in these jurisdictions. 

Based on the information available, staff is not aware of any cross-media issues 
directly related to the RMDZs addressed in this agenda item. 
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RMDZ designation was granted by the Board.  The Chico ZA exercised this option and 
provided a copy of the Notice of Determination that was filed with the State 
Clearinghouse on November 8, 2004 by the City of Chico’s Planning Office. The formal 
determination stated that “there are no additional environmental impacts from the 
continuation of this (RMDZ) program”.  

 
The designation of RMDZs in certain geographic areas of the state promotes the 
market development of recyclables through recycling-based manufacturing.  The use 
of recyclables in manufacturing increases diversion from landfills as well as assists 
local jurisdictions to meet and maintain state diversion mandates. 
 
As more and more recyclables are diverted, the impact of building fewer landfills in 
remote, rural or residential areas lessens environmental concerns pertaining to air and 
water pollution and truck traffic in these jurisdictions. 
 
Based on the information available, staff is not aware of any cross-media issues 
directly related to the RMDZs addressed in this agenda item. 
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C.  Program/Long Term Impacts 
The administration of the Chico RMDZ continues to follow a "team model" being 
comprised of City support staff along with community members and organizations 
representing both the public and private sectors. Specifically identified in the renewal 
application were: Butte County Economic Development Corporation, Butte County Job 
Creation Team, Tri-County Economic Development Corporation, the Butte College 
Center for International Trade Development, and the Butte College Small Business 
Development Center. Many of the team members have participated in business and 
economic development efforts, including the RMDZ Program, for many years and have 
a vested interest in improving the region. Renewal of the Chico RMDZ will keep Board 
programs and objectives before team members for the next 10 years. 

Renewal of this zone will also increase the opportunities for other Board programs to 
access local recycling-based manufacturers. Due to continuous outreach efforts, the 
RMDZ staff is often the first point of contact for manufacturers and can therefore 
educate them about various Board programs, such as: RecycleStore, CalMAX, the 
Recycled Content Product database; participation in the Recycled Content Product 
Tradeshow; and grant opportunities offered by the Board. 

D.  Stakeholder Impacts 
The programs and services incorporated in the Chico RMDZ strategy are delivered 
under a team concept. This team strategy emphasizes and promotes the development 
of partnerships within local government agencies as well as private and public sector 
stakeholders. These RMDZ alliances foster and promote economic diversification. 

The Chico zone relies heavily on these cooperative partnerships to provide the widest 
array of business support programs possible. The technical and financial assistance 
representatives work together with Board staff to enhance the coordination, planning 
and implementation of the goals and objectives of the Chico RMDZ. 

With Board approval of this renewal application, all associated public stakeholders are 
committed to delivering RMDZ benefits to the City's private business stakeholders. 

E.  Fiscal Impacts 
Board approval of the Chico RMDZ renewal application will not significantly impact 
the Integrated Waste Management Account and only presents the potential for 
increasing demand on the RMDZ Loan Program fund. However, based on past 
demand, this should not present a significant impact. 

F.  Legal Issues 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any legal issues related to this 
agenda item. 

G.  Environmental Justice 
The resolutions requesting Board consideration and approval of the Chico RMDZ 
renewal include a resolve to: "  to administer the RMDZ Program in a manner that 
seeks to ensure the fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, and incomes....". Staff 
is not aware of any environmental justice issues specifically related to this agenda item. 
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and implementation of the goals and objectives of the Chico RMDZ. 
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Board approval of the Chico RMDZ renewal application will not significantly impact 
the Integrated Waste Management Account and only presents the potential for 
increasing demand on the RMDZ Loan Program fund.  However, based on past 
demand, this should not present a significant impact. 

 
F. Legal Issues 

Based on available information, staff is not aware of any legal issues related to this 
agenda item. 
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There may be subsequent impacts from specific projects assisted by the RMDZ, which 
would undergo their own separate environmental review process. 

H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
The renewal of the Chico RMDZ supports the Board's 2001 Strategic Plan Goal 2, 
Objective 2: Encourage the use of materials diverted from California landfills and the 
use of environmentally preferable practices and products; and Goal 2, Objective 3: 
support local jurisdictions' ability to reach and maintain California's waste diversion 
mandates. Delivery of RMDZ services (loans and technical assistance) and 
participation in other Board programs (i.e., CalMAX, RecycleStore, Economic 
Gardening projects) will foster more sustainable economic growth for recycling-based 
manufacturers and increase their ability to divert more materials from local landfills. 

VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
This item does not require any Board fiscal action. 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1.  Letter from the Chico Zone Administrator requesting RMDZ redesignation 
2.  Resolution Number 2005-77 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff: Steve Boyd Phone: (916) 341-6523 
B. Legal Staff: Deborah Borzelleri Phone: (916) 341-6056 
C. Administration Staff: N/A Phone: 

IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION 
A. Support 

Staff had not received any written letters of support at the time this item was 
submitted for publication. 

B. Opposition 
Staff had not received any written opposition at the time this item was submitted for 
publication. 
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PS 23-16-1/Chrono November 15, 2004 

Steve Boyd 
California Integrated Waste Management Board 

• Recycling Business Assistance Branch 
P.O. Box 4025, MS 11 
Sacramento CA 95812-4025 

Re: Renewal Application for the Chico/Northern Butte County Recycling Market Development Zone 

Dear Mr. Boyd: 

The City of Chico is submitting the enclosed application package for the renewal of the Chico/Northern 
Butte County Recycling Market Development Zone (RMDZ). Enclosed in this application package are 
the following documents: 
• Zone Renewal Application Form 
• Executive Summary 
• RMDZ Map and Zone Profile 
• Updated Market Development Plan 
• City of Chico City Council Resolution 
• CEQA Compliance documents 

To date, there are no known Environmental Justice issues that have arisen as a result of the 
Chico/Northern Butte County Recycling Market Development Zone. The City is requesting that the 
California Integrated Waste Management Board consider and approve the renewal of this Zone 
designation. 

If the RMDZ redesignation is approved by the Board, Management Analyst Linda Herman will continue 
to be the Zone Administrator for the Zone. Her contact information is as follows: 

Linda Herman, Management Analyst 
City of Chico • 
P.O. Box 3420 
Chico CA 95927 
Phone: (530) 895-4603 Fax: (530) 895-4825 
e-mail: Lherman@ci.chico.ca.us  

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or if you would like more information. 

Sincerely, /7  
....., 

/ Oil 
Thomas . Lando 
City Manager 

c• CM/SR AMC (2) 

SALinda\RMDZ\RMDZapplcoverlettenwpd 

, ' Made From Recycled Paper 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-77 

Consideration Of The Application To Renew The Chico Recycling Market Development Zone 
Designation 

WHEREAS, the California Public Resources Code Section 42010 provides for the establishment 
of a Recycling Market Development Zone (RMDZ) program to provide incentives to stimulate 
development of post-consumer and secondary materials markets for recyclables; and 

WHEREAS, an RMDZ is designated by the Board for a term of 10 years; and 

WHEREAS, at the end of this term, the Zone Administrator may reapply to the Board for 
another 10-year term; and 

WHEREAS, the Chico RMDZ was designated by the Board in December of 1994 and a 
completed redesignation (zone renewal) application was submitted to the Board; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Chico desires continued RMDZ program services for their recycling-
based businesses and waste management programs; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Chico made a finding that the current and proposed waste management 
practices and conditions are favorable to the development of post-consumer and secondary waste 
materials markets; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Chico, as Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), has prepared, certified and adopted a Negative Declaration for the zone redesignation 
project that finds that the zone renewal project will not have a significant environmental impact 
on the region; and 

WHEREAS, the Chico RMDZ has submitted to the Board a complete redesignation (zone 
renewal) application that includes the appropriate CEQA documents and pertinent jurisdiction 
resolutions that approve the zone renewal; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that renewal of the Chico RMDZ will contribute in creating a more 
sustainable regional economy by stimulating additional markets for recyclables, increasing 
diversion of post consumer and secondary waste materials, and increasing jobs and revenues in 
local communities. 

(over) 

Page (2005-77) 

 

Page (2005-77)  

Board Meeting  Agenda Item 20 
March 15-16, 2005  Attachment 2  

CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-77 

Consideration Of The Application To Renew The Chico Recycling Market Development Zone 
Designation 
 
WHEREAS, the California Public Resources Code Section 42010 provides for the establishment 
of a Recycling Market Development Zone (RMDZ) program to provide incentives to stimulate 
development of post-consumer and secondary materials markets for recyclables; and 
 
WHEREAS, an RMDZ is designated by the Board for a term of 10 years; and  
 
WHEREAS, at the end of this term, the Zone Administrator may reapply to the Board for 
another 10-year term; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Chico RMDZ was designated by the Board in December of 1994 and a 
completed redesignation (zone renewal) application was submitted to the Board; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Chico desires continued RMDZ program services for their recycling-
based businesses and waste management programs; and  
 
WHEREAS, the City of Chico made a finding that the current and proposed waste management 
practices and conditions are favorable to the development of post-consumer and secondary waste 
materials markets; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Chico, as Lead Agency under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), has prepared, certified and adopted a Negative Declaration for the zone redesignation 
project that finds that the zone renewal project will not have a significant environmental impact 
on the region; and  
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WHEREAS, the Board finds that renewal of the Chico RMDZ will contribute in creating a more 
sustainable regional economy by stimulating additional markets for recyclables, increasing 
diversion of post consumer and secondary waste materials, and increasing jobs and revenues in 
local communities. 
 
 

(over) 

 



NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby renews the Chico RMDZ 
designation for another term of 10 years (March 2005 through March 2015) as authorized by 
Public Resources Code Section 42011 and California Code of Regulations Section 17914. 

CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a 
resolution duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 

Dated: 

Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board hereby renews the Chico RMDZ 
designation for another term of 10 years (March 2005 through March 2015) as authorized by 
Public Resources Code Section 42011 and California Code of Regulations Section 17914.   
 

CERTIFICATION 
 
The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a 
resolution duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 
 
Dated:   
 
 
 
Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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AGENDA ITEM 22 (Revised) 
ITEM 
Discussion And Consideration Of Conversion Technology Report To The Legislature 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
Assembly Bill 2770 (Matthews, Chapter 740, Statutes of 2001) required the Board to 
research and evaluate new and emerging noncombustion thermal, chemical, and biological 
technologies and submit a report to the Legislature. The report must contain the following: 
1. Specific and discrete definitions and descriptions of each conversion technology 

evaluated. 
2. A description and evaluation of the lifecycle environmental and public health impacts 

of each conversion technology in comparison to those environmental and public 
health impacts from the transformation and disposal of solid waste. 

3. A description and evaluation of the technical performance characteristics, feedstocks, 
emissions, and residues used by each conversion technology and identification of the 
cleanest, least polluting conversion technology. 

4. A description and evaluation of the impacts on recycling and composting markets as a 
result of each conversion technology. 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
• The Board has considered several items related to conversion technologies over the last 

several years. In December 2000, the Board approved the Scope of Work for the "2001 
Conversion Technologies For Municipal Residuals" Forum, providing $50,000 for this 
purpose, and approved the California State University Sacramento Foundation as 
contractor. The Forum was held on May 3-4, 2001, with over 160 attendees. At its May 
22-23, 2001 meeting, Agenda Item 26 entitled "Discussion And Consideration Of Findings 
And Recommendations From The 2001 Conversion Technologies For Municipal 
Residuals Forum" was presented. The Board directed staff to work in five areas: 

o Interagency coordination 
o Follow-up workshops/symposia 
o Leveraging Federal and State dollars 
o Develop proposal for small-scale grants and lifecycle research 
o Assist applicants in permitting process 

• At its April 16-17, 2002, meeting the Board heard Agenda Item 34, "Consideration 
Of Diversion Credit For Materials Sent To Conversion Facilities And A Definition Of 
"Conversion"." The Board adopted recommendations regarding a definition of 
"conversion," conditions under which diversion credit might be available to local 
jurisdictions that send post-recycled materials to conversion facilities, and the 
potential level of diversion credit that might be available to jurisdictions. The Board 
also directed staff to work with the Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment (OEHHA) to assess scientific research on emissions from different 
conversion technologies. Initial work on this is being conducted as a task under an 
existing Board contract with OEHHA, which the Board augmented at its 
May 14-15, 2002 meeting in Agenda Item 6, "Consideration Of Augmentation And 
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• At its April 16-17, 2002, meeting the Board heard Agenda Item 34, “Consideration 

Of Diversion Credit For Materials Sent To Conversion Facilities And A Definition Of 
“Conversion”.”  The Board adopted recommendations regarding a definition of 
“conversion,” conditions under which diversion credit might be available to local 
jurisdictions that send post-recycled materials to conversion facilities, and the 
potential level of diversion credit that might be available to jurisdictions.  The Board 
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Assessment (OEHHA) to assess scientific research on emissions from different 
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Amendment Of Contract Number IWM-00167 With The Office Of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment For Risk Assessment Assistance (FY 2001/2002 Contract 
Concept Number 12)." 

• At the April 2002 meeting, the Board also heard Agenda Item 32, "Consideration Of 
University California, Davis As Contractor For Conversion Technology Evaluation 
(FY 2001/02 Contract Concept Number 22)." The Board approved the University of 
California at Davis as contractor for an interagency agreement, with funding of 
$40,000, to conduct preliminary research on identifying non-combustion technologies 
that can utilize post-recycled and/or post-consumer solid waste for the production of 
alternative fuels, energy, and industrial chemicals. 

• At its January 14-15, 2003 meeting, the Board heard Agenda Item 56, "Consideration 
Of Scope Of Work For Conversion Technologies Life Cycle And Market Impact 
Assessment Contract (FY 2002-03 AB 2770 Appropriation)." That scope of work 
formed the basis for a Request For Proposal that was issued in late January 2003. At 
its April 23, 2003 meeting, the Board heard Agenda Item 27, "Consideration of 
Contractor For Conversion Technology Lifecycle and Market Impact Assessment 
Contract" and approved Research Triangle Institute as the contractor. 

• At its February 11, 2003 meeting, the Board approved the scope of work and awarded 
a contract in the amount of $400,000 to the University of California Riverside, Center 
for Environmental Research & Technology (CE-CERT), for the evaluation of 
conversion technology processes and products. CE-CERT worked in cooperation 
with UC Davis in performing the tasks approved by the Board. 

• At its September 21-22, 2004 meeting, Board staff and its contractors presented 
results of a conversion technology lifecycle/market impact study and a study on the 
evaluation of conversion technology processes and products. Stakeholders were 
provided an opportunity to discuss their opinions of the study findings. 

• Board staff presented the draft report as a discussion item at the Board's 
January 11, 2005 Sustainability and Market Development Committee meeting and the 
January 18, 2005 meeting. 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
The Board may choose to: 
1. Adopt the report, as amended, titled, Conversion Technology Report to the 

Legislature and direct staff to forward the report through Cal/EPA and the Governor's 
Office to the Legislature. 

2. Direct staff to make modifications to the report. 
3. Take no action and provide staff with further direction. 

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Board staff recommends the Board adopt Option 1 and Resolution Number 2005-78. 

The Conversion Technology Report to the Legislature (CT Report) recommends the following: 
o Deletion and m Modification of definitions 
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Amendment Of Contract Number IWM-C0167 With The Office Of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment For Risk Assessment Assistance (FY 2001/2002 Contract 
Concept Number 12).” 

 
• At the April 2002 meeting, the Board also heard Agenda Item 32, “Consideration Of 

University California, Davis As Contractor For Conversion Technology Evaluation 
(FY 2001/02 Contract Concept Number 22).”  The Board approved the University of 
California at Davis as contractor for an interagency agreement, with funding of 
$40,000, to conduct preliminary research on identifying non-combustion technologies 
that can utilize post-recycled and/or post-consumer solid waste for the production of 
alternative fuels, energy, and industrial chemicals.   

 
• At its January 14-15, 2003 meeting, the Board heard Agenda Item 56, “Consideration 

Of Scope Of Work For Conversion Technologies Life Cycle And Market Impact 
Assessment Contract (FY 2002-03 AB 2770 Appropriation).”  That scope of work 
formed the basis for a Request For Proposal that was issued in late January 2003.  At 
its April 23, 2003 meeting, the Board heard Agenda Item 27, “Consideration of 
Contractor For Conversion Technology Lifecycle and Market Impact Assessment 
Contract” and approved Research Triangle Institute as the contractor.  

 
• At its February 11, 2003 meeting, the Board approved the scope of work and awarded 

a contract in the amount of $400,000 to the University of California Riverside, Center 
for Environmental Research & Technology (CE-CERT), for the evaluation of 
conversion technology processes and products.  CE-CERT worked in cooperation 
with UC Davis in performing the tasks approved by the Board. 

 
• At its September 21-22, 2004 meeting, Board staff and its contractors presented 

results of a conversion technology lifecycle/market impact study and a study on the 
evaluation of conversion technology processes and products.  Stakeholders were 
provided an opportunity to discuss their opinions of the study findings. 

 
• Board staff presented the draft report as a discussion item at the Board’s  

January 11, 2005 Sustainability and Market Development Committee meeting and the 
January 18, 2005 meeting. 

 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
The Board may choose to: 
1. Adopt the report, as amended, titled, Conversion Technology Report to the 

Legislature and direct staff to forward the report through Cal/EPA and the Governor’s 
Office to the Legislature. 

2. Direct staff to make modifications to the report. 
3. Take no action and provide staff with further direction. 
 

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Board staff recommends the Board adopt Option 1 and Resolution Number 2005-78. 
 
The Conversion Technology Report to the Legislature (CT Report) recommends the following: 
o Deletion and m Modification of definitions 
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o Additional collection of data 
o 
o 
o 
e 

V. ANALYSIS 
A. 

Conducting research on materials flow 
Establishment of an interagency working group to address cross-media issues 
Recommendation for Legislature to consider diversion credit 
Appropriate level diversion for technology facilities of credit conversion 

Key Issues and Findings 
Staff and Board members received a number of comment letters on the draft CT 
Report that was discussed at the January Board meeting. Those comments can be 
categorized as follows: 

1) Definitions 
2) Data Gaps 
3) Feedstock Regulation/Cessation of Waste 
4) Hierarchy Discussion 
5) Diversion Credit 
6) Cleanest, Least Polluting Technology 

Those comment letters were posted on the Conversion Technology web page 
(http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Organics/Conversion/Events). Subsequent to the 
January 2005 Board meeting, staff established a February 15, 2005 deadline to submit 
comments on the draft CT Report. Additional comment letters were received and will 
have been posted on the Conversion web page by the time this agenda item is published. 

Staff staff-werkshop-te-dieu sion-ef-the-G-T-Report, will prepare and 
distribute a compilation of written and oral comments and staff's response to those 
comments. Distribution will include posting on the Board's Conversion Technology 
web page and distribution to Conversion Technology listserve subscribers. 

Data collection efforts for emissions and operational parameters of existing conversion 
facilities (Japan and Europe) are underway and we are extending the existing contract 
with UC Riverside to maintain the data collection efforts beyond the adoption of the CT 
Report. Once data has been collected and analyzed, we will present an item to the Board 
on the results of our data collection efforts. This information can be included in the 
Board's next Annual Report to the Legislature or other means to update the Legislature. 

The CT Report addresses the following issues which are the minimum requirements 
for the report: 
o Specific and discrete definitions and descriptions of each conversion technology 

evaluated. 
o A description and evaluation of the lifecycle environmental and public health 

impacts of each conversion technology in comparison to those environmental and 
public health impacts from the transformation and disposal of solid waste. 

o A description and evaluation of the technical performance characteristics, 
feedstocks, emissions, and residues used by each conversion technology and 
identification of the cleanest, least polluting conversion technology. 

o A description and evaluation of the impacts on recycling and composting markets 
as a result of each conversion technology. 
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o Additional collection of data 
o Conducting research on materials flow 
o Establishment of an interagency working group to address cross-media issues 
o Recommendation for Legislature to consider diversion credit 
o Appropriate level of diversion credit for conversion technology facilities 
 

V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 

Staff and Board members received a number of comment letters on the draft CT 
Report that was discussed at the January Board meeting.  Those comments can be 
categorized as follows: 

1) Definitions 
2) Data Gaps 
3) Feedstock Regulation/Cessation of Waste 
4) Hierarchy Discussion 
5) Diversion Credit 
6) Cleanest, Least Polluting Technology 

 
Those comment letters were posted on the Conversion Technology web page 
(http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Organics/Conversion/Events).  Subsequent to the  
January 2005 Board meeting, staff established a February 15, 2005 deadline to submit 
comments on the draft CT Report.  Additional comment letters were received and will 
have been posted on the Conversion web page by the time this agenda item is published.  
Because of notice requirements, this agenda item was prepared prior to a March 4, 2005 
staff workshop to discuss a revised version of the CT Report.  Staff will prepare and 
distribute a compilation of written and oral comments and staff’s response to those 
comments.  Distribution will include posting on the Board’s Conversion Technology 
web page and distribution to Conversion Technology listserve subscribers. 

 
Data collection efforts for emissions and operational parameters of existing conversion 
facilities (Japan and Europe) are underway and we are extending the existing contract 
with UC Riverside to maintain the data collection efforts beyond the adoption of the CT 
Report.  Once data has been collected and analyzed, we will present an item to the Board 
on the results of our data collection efforts.  This information can be included in the 
Board’s next Annual Report to the Legislature or other means to update the Legislature. 

 
The CT Report addresses the following issues which are the minimum requirements 
for the report: 
o Specific and discrete definitions and descriptions of each conversion technology 

evaluated. 
o A description and evaluation of the lifecycle environmental and public health 

impacts of each conversion technology in comparison to those environmental and 
public health impacts from the transformation and disposal of solid waste. 

o A description and evaluation of the technical performance characteristics, 
feedstocks, emissions, and residues used by each conversion technology and 
identification of the cleanest, least polluting conversion technology. 

o A description and evaluation of the impacts on recycling and composting markets 
as a result of each conversion technology. 

 

http://www.ciwmb.ca.gov/Organics/Conversion/Events
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B. 

In addition, the CT Report has been amended to include the following policy 
recommendations: 
1) Existing definition of "gasification" be amended to be more scientifically accurate. 
2) The definition of "conversion" approved by the Board in Resolution Number 

2002-177 be promulgated in law. Board staff is of the opinion that more specific 
definitions can be developed during a regulatory process. 

eliminated and create a new 3) The "transformation definition be definition for 
"combustion" the "transformation" definition be to the or amended mean 
combustion or incineration of solid waste. This would require corresponding 
changes in the Public Resource Code and other pertinent statutes. 

4) Additional data should be collected on emissions from thermochemical and 
biochemical conversion technologies. The emissions studies should be conducted 
by an independent third-party and could include facilities at locations throughout 
the world. The emissions studies should include measurement of metals, dioxins 
and furans, other hazardous compounds, and fugitive gas and particulate matter 
emissions, in addition to criteria pollutants. 

5) Conduct research on materials flow in California to document California's 
recycling infrastructure. Mapping the flow of materials will aid in maintaining 
the integrity of the existing recycling infrastructure while helping to determine 
infrastructure needs for conversion technologies. Ultimately this will help ensure 
that all facilities and operations behave as an integrated system. 

6) Establish an Interagency Conversion Technology Task Force to address cross-
media issues. The task force would include a representative from local 
government and from an environmental organization. The task force would assist 
in developing a research agenda recommended in #4 above. 

7) A recommendation for the Legislature to consider some level of diversion credit 
for conversion technologies. In considering diversion credit, certain conditions 
could be placed upon conversion operators and jurisdictions to further ensure that 
the diversion infrastructure is Grant the Board to maintained. authority allow 
diversion for technologies in the Board credit conversion accordance with 
Resolution 2002 177. This recommendation would include a requirement that the 
Beard-annuallevaluate-the-amount-of-diver-sien-eredit-that-ean-be-elaimed-by-a 
jufisdietien-that-sends-matefials-te-that-faeility-and-evaluate-the-effeets-of 
allewing-diver-sien-eredit-fer-Genver-sien-teebnologies,-The-anald-any 
feeemmenElatiens-en-whether-the-level-of-diver-sion-eredit-should-be4nereased 
weigit_beeeme_paft_a_the_Bearegs_AamualRepert,  

The CT Report has also been amended to address technical and editorial comments 
received by stakeholders. 

Environmental Issues 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any environmental issues related 
to this item. However, information from the report could serve as the basis for future 
Board action regarding organic materials market development or oversight to protect 
the environment. Impacts could also result from actions taken by others in response 
to the report, including local government, the Legislature, other state entities, federal 
government, landfill owners/ operators, and the waste industry in general. 
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to this item.  However, information from the report could serve as the basis for future 
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government, landfill owners/ operators, and the waste industry in general. 
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C. Program/Long Term Impacts 
The Board may choose to adopt all or some of the recommendations in this report which 
may result in some program impacts. However, information from the report could serve 
as the basis for future Board action regarding market development activities which 
could result in future impacts to existing programs for the short and long terms. 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Impacts are dependent on the direction given by the Board and the subsequent actions 
and activities undertaken. However, information from the report could serve as the 
basis for future Board action regarding market development activities which could 
result in future impacts to stakeholders. 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impact to the Board results from this item. However, information from the 
report could serve as the basis for future Board action regarding market development 
which could result in future fiscal impacts. 

F. Legal Issues 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any legal issues related to this item. 

G. Environmental Justice 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any environmental justice issues 
related to this item. However, information from the draft report could serve as the 
basis for future Board action regarding market development activities, as well as 
action by other entities, which could be related to environmental justice. 

H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
This item supports the following Strategic Plan Goals and Objectives: 
• Goal 2, Objective 2, Strategy E — Facilitate research and information on new 

technologies 
• Goal 2, Objective 3, Strategy F - Support local government efforts to use 

alternative means of diverting waste, including the use of conversion technology 
where residuals can be converted directly into electricity and actively managed to 
increase fuel and gas production. 

• Goal 4, Objective 3, Strategy B - Foster and maintain partnerships to accelerate 
the development, evaluation, and implementation of innovative waste 
management technologies. 

• Goal 7, Objective 3, Strategy A - Assemble a cross-media team to develop 
standards for evaluating new technologies that produce less waste and convert 
residuals to their highest and best use. 

VI.  FUNDING INFORMATION 
N/A-Discussion item 

VII.  ATTACHMENTS 
1. Draft Conversion Technology Report To The Legislature (available closer to meeting) 
2. Resolution Number 2002-177 (adopted by Board in April 2002) 
3. Resolution Number 2005-78 
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VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff: Fernando Berton Phone: (916) 341-6607 
B. Legal Staff: Elliot Block Phone: (916) 341-6080 
C. Administration Staff: N/A Phone: 

IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION 
A. Support 

Staff did not receive any written support for this agenda item prior to 
submitted for publication. 

its being 

B. Opposition 
Staff did not receive any written opposition for this agenda item prior 
submitted for publication. 

to its being 
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Executive Summary 
Visualize millions of tons of yard trimmings and wood that cannot be composted, of low-value 
paper and plastic residuals from material recovery facilities (MRFs) for which there is no 
recycling market demand, and of agricultural residues that can no longer be burned in fields. All 
of these materials are either landfilled today or might be headed for landfills tomorrow. Now 
imagine a future where unwanted materials destined for landfills instead are converted into high-
value products such as energy, ethanol and other fuels, and citric acid and other industrial 
products. That future could revolve around a new generation of "conversion" technologies that 
have potential to help solve vexing environmental problems and could help achieve California 
Environmental Protection Agency's Strategic Vision and goals, including continuous 
improvement and application of science and technology and ensuring the efficient use of natural 
resources. At the same time, they should be examined with the idea in mind that solving one 
environmental problem should not create other problems. The California Integrated Waste 
Management Board (CIWMB) has been researching conversion technologies because, although 
California has achieved a 47 percent statewide diversion rate and has a current composting 
infrastructure that processes approximately 10 million tons annually, more than 39 million tons of 
material was disposed of in landfills in 2003. Of the amount disposed in landfills, nearly 80 
percent is organic material (paper, wood, green waste, food waste, etc.). 

Conversion technologies could be an alternative to landfilling and could also provide much 
needed electricity, ethanol, or other alternative fuels and avoid the extraction of non-renewable 
resources such as crude oil, coal, and natural gas. In addition, the pre-processing of the feedstock 
for these technologies may actually increase recycling by diverting recyclable materials away 
from conversion and towards recycling. However these technologies are viewed by some 
stakeholders with skepticism and fear that these technologies will discourage source reduction 
and recycling efforts even with CIWMB imposed policies and existing law. 

A philosophical debate rages as to what is considered a "higher and better" use for materials. To 
address these issues, the CIWMB embarked on a research endeavor to determine what 
technologies would be best suited for materials that have traditionally been landfilled while at the 
same time ensuring that the public health and safety, as well as, the existing recycling and 
composting infrastructure is maintained. 

Assembly Bill Chapter 740, Statutes of 2002, was signed by Governor Davis in September 2002. 
This bill required the CIWMB to research and evaluate new and emerging non-combustion 
thermal, chemical, and biological technologies and submit a report to the Legislature. AB 2770 
required that the report must contain the following: 

1. Specific and discrete definitions and descriptions of each conversion technology evaluated. 

2. A description and evaluation of the lifecycle environmental and public health impacts of each 
conversion technology in comparison to those environmental and public health impacts from 
the transformation and disposal of solid waste. 

3. A description and evaluation of the technical performance characteristics, feedstocks, 
emissions, and residues used by each conversion technology and identification of the 
cleanest, least polluting conversion technology. 

4. A description and evaluation of the impacts on recycling and composting markets as a result 
of each conversion technology. 

1 
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The CIWMB contracted with the University of California, Riverside's Bourne College of 
Engineering, Center for Environmental Research & Technology to conduct an analysis of 
conversion technology processes and products. The CIWMB also contracted with RTI, 
International to conduct life cycle and market impact analyses of conversion technologies. Their 
reports to the CIWMB serve as the major source of information for the CIWMB Conversion 
Technology Report to the Legislature. 

Thermochemical Conversion 
Thermochemical conversion technologies, such as gasification and pyrolysis are technologies that 
use high heat that can treat nearly the entire organic fraction of municipal solid waste. These 
technologies can, in general, treat a wider array of material than biochemical conversion 
technologies, including high energy content plastics that have no market value. 

Gasification is a process that uses air or oxygen and high heat, typically above 1300°F to convert 
feedstock into a synthetic gas or fuel gas. Gasification uses less air or oxygen than incineration 
processes. Pyrolysis is also a high heat technology but differs from gasification in that there is no 
oxygen employed in the process. Temperatures for pyrolysis processes range from 750°F to 
1500°F. Pyrolysis and gasification applications for MSW have expanded considerably in the past 
five years, especially in Japan which has limited domestic resources and limited landfill space. 
Over 50 commercial facilities are operating in Japan and process a total capacity representing 
approximately eight percent of current disposal in California. Of the two methods, gasification is 
more technologically complex and offers the capability of producing a broader array of products 
such as electricity, alternative fuels such as ethanol and diesel, and chemical precursors. 

In 1998, the Center for the Analysis & Dissemination of Demonstrated Energy Technologies 
(CADDET)1  and the International Energy Agency (IEA) prepared a report on the current status of 
"Advanced Thermal Conversion Technologies for Energy from Solid Waste." Advanced thermal 
technologies referred to pyrolysis and gasification of municipal solid waste. CADDET concluded 
the following: 

• Advanced thermal conversion technologies would be able to meet current emission 
standards as they apply to waste combustion and could meet tighter limits. 

• Gasification and pyrolysis have the potential to produce less ash than waste combustion. 

• Presence of recycling programs may improve economics by reducing the need for sorting 
and size reduction of the feedstock prior to conversion. 

• Advanced thermal conversion technologies have several potential benefits over waste 
incineration including lower environmental impacts, higher electrical conversion 
efficiencies, and greater compatibility with recycling. 

• Advanced conversion technologies will be most appropriate where these advantages are 
policy requirements. 

The report from CADDET points out that prior to 1990, several facilities using unsorted MSW 
were abandoned due to technical problems. This proved that advanced technologies require a 
more homogeneous feedstock and sorting and size reduction prior to conversion. Sorting and size 

1  The CADDET program was established in 1998 with an agreement with TEA to promote the international exchange of 
information on energy-efficient technologies. The program is supported by 10 counties including the United States. 
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reduction prior to conversion provides an opportunity to remove additional recyclables from the 
feedstock. The report from CADDET did not have any data on air emissions, particularly dioxins 
and furans, nor any data regarding solid and liquids residuals. 

Biochemical Conversion 
Biochemical technologies such as anaerobic digestion and fermentation operate at lower 
temperatures than thermochemical technologies. 

Anaerobic digestion is the bacterial breakdown of organic material in the absence of oxygen and 
can occur over a wide temperature range from 50°  to 160°F. The temperature of the reaction has 
a very strong influence on the anaerobic activity, but there are two optimal temperature ranges in 
which microbial activity and biogas production rate are highest, mesophilic and thermophilic 
temperature ranges. Mesophilic systems operate at temperatures around 95°F and the 
thermophilic systems operate at a temperature around 130°F. Operation at thermophilic 
temperature allows for shorter retention time and a higher biogas production rate, however, 
maintaining the high temperature generally requires an outside heat source because anaerobic 
bacteria do not generate sufficient heat. These biological processes produces a gas principally 
composed of methane (CH4) and carbon dioxide (CO2) but also has impurities such as hydrogen 
sulfide (H2S). 

Fermentation is also an anaerobic process and is used to produce alcohols and other chemicals. 
Feedstocks containing cellulose, a long-chain molecule made up of linked glucose sugar, need a 
treatment step called hydrolysis to break up the larger chain of sugars into basic sugars so yeasts 
and bacteria can process the sugars to make an alcohol such as ethanol. Cellulose and 
hemicellulose (a 5-carbon sugar) can be hydrolyzed using acids, enzymes, or a hydrothermal 
method called steam explosion. 

The use of alternative biochemical technologies for processing fractions of the MSW stream, 
particularly anaerobic digestion, has also increased significantly during the past five years. 
Biochemical technologies are more limited in their application since they can only process 
biodegradable feedstocks. Most of the growth in biochemical technologies has been in Europe 
and is due to a combination of high tipping fees, restrictions on landfilling untreated waste, and 
high prices for renewable energy products. Currently, the European capacity of anaerobic 
digestion for MSW components represents approximately seven percent of current disposal in 
California. Biochemical technologies could also be used in combination with alternative 
thermochemical or other processes to provide broader reduction of landfilled material. 
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Current Status of Technologies 
Much of the development and deployment of conversion technologies has occurred in Japan and 
Europe. There are over 50 thermochemical facilities that use MSW feedstock operating in Japan 
and Europe and over 80 anaerobic digestion facilities in Europe. 

The use of pyrolysis and gasification for MSW has occurred mostly in Japan where landfill space 
and resources are limited. In examining the three largest suppliers in Japan, the capacities of their 
plants represent more than two million tons of material each year, with additional plants being 
planned. Much of this capacity has been installed in the past five years. Japan is currently the 
leader in the use of pyrolysis systems for MSW. 

The installed capacity of anaerobic digestion facilities in Europe process more than 3000 TPY 
using mandatory pre-sorted feedstock composed of at least 10 percent from municipal or 
commercial organic waste. Many of these facilities co-digest with animal wastes and municipal 
wastewater sludges. In Spain, 13 large capacity plants, averaging 70,000 TPY, are projected to be 
anaerobically treating nearly 7 percent of Spain's biodegradable MSW by the end of 2004. 

For all of Europe, the installed capacity has grown from 1 1 million TPY in 2000 and is projected 
to be 2.8 million TPY in 2004, an increase of more than 250 percent in four years. 

Fermentation of biomass into ethanol is fully commercial for sugar and starch based feedstocks. It 
is not yet commercial for cellulosic biomass because of technical difficulties and cost, but this 
remains an active area of research and development. 

Several jurisdictions, universities, and utility districts in California have embarked on studies, 
have solicited information from vendors, or are in the process of constructing facilities. 

City of Alameda: 

The City of Alameda Power & Telecom conducted a two-year study of municipal gasification for 
the production of electricity. The City's Public Utilities Board voted unanimously to reject 
gasification as an alternative means to generate electricity in spite of the contractor's 
recommendations to . 

Kings County Waste Management Authority: 

The Kings County Waste Management Authority was working with Plastic Energy LLC to site 
and construct a catalytic cracking facility adjacent to the Authority's MRF. The catalytic 
cracking facility would use plastic resins #4 though #7 to produce a low-sulfur diesel. The San 
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District issued permit to commence construction of the 
facility. Permits for construction were subsequently rescinded after questions regarding 
emissions were asked. The project proponent, Plastic Energy LLC, is working with the air 
pollution control district regarding emissions data and will likely seek new construction permits. 
In addition, the project proponent will be initiating outreach efforts to the local citizens. 

County of Santa Barbara: 

The County of Santa Barbara has undertaken a very thorough analysis of conversion 
technologies. The County issued a Request for Information from a large number of companies 
and subsequently developed a short-list of seven vendors. This list consists of one gasification 
vendor, three anaerobic digestion vendors, one hydrolysis/fermentation vendor and one Refuse 
Derived Fuel vendor. A letter was sent to the seven vendors which states they must provide air 
quality data that meets certain requirements which are currently being developed by the Santa 
Barbara County Air Pollution Control District (APCD). If the data is not available, the vendors 
will be required to conduct source tests that a) use MSW from Santa Barbara in one of their 
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comparable facilities; b) follow testing protocol to be established by the APCD; and c) are 
overseen by and conducted at the direction of the APCD. 

County of Los Angeles: 

The County of Los Angeles Integrated Waste Management Task Force formed an Alternative 
Technology Advisory Subcommittee consisting of representatives from local government, 
CIWMB, facility operators, consultants, and experts in the field of alternative technologies. The 
County contracted with URS Corporation to identify suitable vendors for the siting and 
construction of at least one 100 ton per day pilot conversion facility. Tours of area MRFs and 
transfer stations are also being conducted. URS is also developing a public information program 
that would be used to inform County residents regarding conversion technologies. 

City of Los Angeles: 

The City of Los Angeles contracted with URS Corporation to conduct an in-depth report on 
alternative technologies to landfills. The report will be completed in March 2005. 

In addition there are several in-vessel anaerobic digestion projects proposed including a 
commercial scale facility for California State University — Channel Islands in Ventura County 
and a demonstration pilot scale facility currently under construction at the University of 
California, Davis, both using a design developed at UC Davis. Recent announcements indicate 
that Los Angeles and the City of Lancaster are investigating anaerobic digestion projects with 
Bioconverter LLC. The Coachella Valley Association of Governments, Riverside County and 
Waste Management Incorporated issued a solicitation for a conversion technology facility that 
would be co-located adjacent to a transfer station that will be constructed at the closed Edom Hill 
Landfill near Palm Springs, CA. The finalist selected was an anaerobic digestion vendor.City of 
Los Angeles: 

The City of Los Angeles contracted with URS Corporation to conduct an in-depth report on 
alternative technologies to landfills. The report will be completed in early March 2005. 

University of California Davis and California State University Fresno: 

These universities will be constructing anaerobic digestion facilities that will utilize food waste, 
animal bedding, and agricultural residues to produce a biogas. The biogas will be the fuel source 
for an engine/generator set to produce electricity. 

Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD): 

SMUD is contemplating the construction of an anaerobic digestion facility that will be located 
adjacent to a MRF in Sacramento County. The project would utilize the organic fraction of the 
MRF residuals to produce a biogas. The biogas will be the fuel source for an engine/generator set 
to produce electricity. 

Feedstocks 
Thermochemical processes can convert potentially all the organic portion of the waste stream that 
is currently going to landfill into heat and other useful products. Biochemical processes can 
convert only biodegradable material such as green waste, food waste, or the biogenic fraction of 
MSW. Metals, glass, mineral matter, and most of the current plastic stream will not be converted 
by biochemical processes. Higher-moisture feedstocks such as green waste or food waste are 
better suited for biochemical processes, partly because extra energy is required for drying before 
use in most thermochemical processes. 
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Table ES-1. Feedstocks and Residues 

The 
standards 

Conversion 
Technology 

Feedstocks 
Processed 

Solid 
Residues 

Complete 
gasification 

All organics 
low moisture 

Ash, metals, recycle, or landfill 

Incomplete gasification 
(See pyrolysis) 

All organics 
low moisture 

Char, ash, metals, recycle 

Indirectly 
fired 

pyrolysis 
& gasifier 

All organics 
low moisture 

Char, ash, metals, recycle or 
landfill 

Anaerobic Digestion Biodegradable 
Components 

Inorganics, metals, glass, 
undegraded biomass 

Fermentation Biodegradable 
Components 

Inorganics, metals, glass, 
undegraded biomass 

CIWMB has jurisdiction over entities that handle solid waste, including setting forth 
for and permitting them. Under the current statutory scheme a conversion facility 

handling would be required to obtain a solid waste facility permit, 
solid waste established for transfer/processing facilities, 

comply with the standards for 
and would be subjected to periodic 

permit and 
standards 
inspections by the CIWMB and/or local enforcement 

for feedstock 
agency. The solid waste facility 
handling and potentially residue 

Air quality and water quality issues 
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would set forth requirements 
related to management but not the conversion 

the actual conversion process would 
process itself. 
be within the of the local 

does not air quality management district and regional water 
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quality control board. The CIWMB 
issues related to air and water quality (see 

Public Resources Code section 42020, 43021, and 43101). 
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whether 
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facility 
waste 

is not 

However, 

stakeholders believe that conversion facilities should not be required to obtain 
permit, or be subject to CIWMB standards and would seek to be exempted from 

manufacturing 
facility permit requirements. The foundation for this belief is that conversion 

or recycling facilities where products are being made and the feedstock 
being disposed of to land. 

statute and regulation already provide a process whereby the Board can assess 
or not an individual facility is handling solid waste and therefore falls within the CIWMB's 
regulatory jurisdiction. Public Resources Code section 40200(b)(2) provides that a 

to CIWMB regulation) does not include: "A facility, whose 
convert, or otherwise process wastes which have already 

"transfer/processing facility" (subject 
principal function is to receive, store, 
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The CIWMB has jurisdiction over entities that handle solid waste, including setting forth 
standards for and permitting them.  Under the current statutory scheme a conversion facility 
would be required to obtain a solid waste facility permit, comply with the standards for handling 
solid waste established for transfer/processing facilities, and would be subjected to periodic 
inspections by the CIWMB and/or local enforcement agency.  The solid waste facility permit and 
standards would set forth requirements for feedstock handling and potentially residue 
management but not the conversion process itself.  Air quality and water quality issues related to 
the actual conversion process would be within the jurisdiction and the responsibility of the local 
air quality management district and regional water quality control board.  The CIWMB does not 
have the authority to establish standards for or regulate issues related to air and water quality (see 
Public Resources Code section 42020, 43021, and 43101).

Some stakeholders believe that conversion facilities should not be required to obtain a solid waste 
facility permit, or be subject to CIWMB standards and would seek to be exempted from solid 
waste facility permit requirements.  The foundation for this belief is that conversion facilities are 
manufacturing or recycling facilities where products are being made and the feedstock processed 
is not being disposed of to land. 

However, statute and regulation already provide a process whereby the Board can assess whether 
or not an individual facility is handling solid waste and therefore falls within the CIWMB's 
regulatory jurisdiction.  Public Resources Code section 40200(b)(2) provides that a 
“transfer/processing facility” (subject to CIWMB regulation) does not include: “A facility, whose 
principal function is to receive, store, convert, or otherwise process wastes which have already 
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been separated for reuse and are not intended for disposal." The CIWMB has provided an 
objective method for determining if this exception to its jurisdiction applies through a three-part 
test set forth in Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Section 17405.2(d) for the definition of 
a recycling facility. 

The three parts to this test are: 

1. The material is source separated for reuse or source separated. 

2. There is less than ten percent residual solid waste after the facility has "processed" the 
incoming material. 

3. The amount of putrescible waste handled is less than one percent of the material handled and 
the putrescible waste does not cause a nuisance. 

If the facility meets this test, the operator does not have to obtain a solid waste facility permit, and 
is not subject to CIWMB regulation as a solid waste facility. Under the three-part test facilities 
that are truly manufacturers or recyclers that are not handling solid waste would not be required 
to obtain a solid waste facilities permit and would not be regulated by the CIWMB as such. 
However, facilities that are handling solid waste as part of their operation, which could 
potentially impact the public health and safety and the environment, would still be subject to 
regulation and permitting for that aspect of their operation. This exception enables the CIWMB 
and the local enforcement agency to assess a project on a case-by-case basis to determine whether 
or not a particular facility is handling waste and should be regulated regardless of what label it 
applies to itself and ensures that waste handling is not exempted from regulation simply because 
one aspect of the facilities produces a product. 

One of the primary concerns of the CIWMB is that the health and safety of the public is 
maintained and that solid waste is properly managed in accordance with state minimum 
standards. The CIWMB utilizes a tiered permitting structure that provides the appropriate level 
of regulatory oversight commensurate with the risk posed by a facility. Under this structure, 
smaller volume conversion operations will not be required to obtain a solid waste facility permit 
but must still comply with state minimum standards and would still be subject to inspections by 
the local enforcement agency and the CIWMB. 

Products 
Products from conversion technologies will differ based on the technology used and the feedstock 
that is converted. Generally speaking, products consist of the following: 

Gasification: 

• Fuel gases (CO, CH4, H2) or synthesis gas. 

• Heat that can be transferred to the process to displace a fuel. 

• Tars and other condensable substances, if present after gasification process. 

• Char and Ash. 

Pyrolysis: 
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potentially impact the public health and safety and the environment, would still be subject to 
regulation and permitting for that aspect of their operation. This exception enables the CIWMB 
and the local enforcement agency to assess a project on a case-by-case basis to determine whether 
or not a particular facility is handling waste and should be regulated regardless of what label it 
applies to itself and ensures that waste handling is not exempted from regulation simply because 
one aspect of the facilities produces a product. 

One of the primary concerns of the CIWMB is that the health and safety of the public is 
maintained and that solid waste is properly managed in accordance with state minimum 
standards.  The CIWMB utilizes a tiered permitting structure that provides the appropriate level 
of regulatory oversight commensurate with the risk posed by a facility. Under this structure, 
smaller volume conversion operations will not be required to obtain a solid waste facility permit 
but must still comply with state minimum standards and would still be subject to inspections by 
the local enforcement agency and the CIWMB. 

Products 
Products from conversion technologies will differ based on the technology used and the feedstock 
that is converted.  Generally speaking, products consist of the following: 

Gasification: 

• Fuel gases (CO, CH4, H2) or synthesis gas. 

• Heat that can be transferred to the process to displace a fuel. 

• Tars and other condensable substances, if present after gasification process. 

• Char and Ash. 

Pyrolysis: 
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• Fuel gases (CO2, CO, CH4, H2) containing less chemical energy than equivalent product 
gases for gasification of the same feedstock. 

• Ash and char (fixed carbon not pyrolyzed) containing significant quantities of feedstock 
chemical energy. 

• Pyrolytic tars and other high molecular mass hydrocarbons, also containing significant 
quantities of feedstock chemical energy. 

• Pyrolytic oils and/or other condensable substances, containing significant quantities of 
feedstock chemical energy. 

Biochemical processes can yield: 

• Biogas (a mixture of methane and carbon dioxide). Biogas contains less chemical energy 
than the equivalent products from gasification of the same feedstock. 

• Ethanol. 

• Solvents, organic acids and other bio-based chemicals for refining to end products. 

Table ES-2 below describes primary and secondary products from various types of conversion 
technologies. 

Table ES-2. Products of Conversion Technologies 

Conversion 
Technology 

Product 
PrimarySecondary 

Products 
Solid 

Residues 

Value of 
secondary 

 products 

Feedstocks 
Processed 

Complete 
gasification 

Synthesis 
gas 

Fuels, 
chemicals 

and electricity 

Ash 
metals 

recycle or 
landfill 

Very high and 
flexible 

All organics 
low moisture 

Incomplete 
gasification 

(See 
pyrolysis) 

Fuel and 
synthesis gas 

Electricity, 
some 

marketable 
fuels 

Char 
ash 

metals 
recycle 

Moderate may 
need refining 
at additional 

expense 

All organics 
low moisture 

Indirectly 
fired 

pyrolysis 
with drier 
& gasifier 

Fuel and 
synthesis gas 

Electricity, 
some 

marketable 
fuels 

Char 
ash 

metals 
recycle or 

landfill 

Moderate may 
need refining 
at additional 

expense 

All organics 
low moisture 

Anaerobic 
Digestion 

Fuel Gas 
(CH4  and 

CO2) 

Heat, Power, 
Fuels, 

Chemicals, 
Soil 

Amendment 

Inorganics, 
metals, glass, 
undegraded 

biomass  

Moderate to 
High 

Biodegradable 
Components 
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• Fuel gases (CO2, CO, CH4, H2) containing less chemical energy than equivalent product 
gases for gasification of the same feedstock. 

• Ash and char (fixed carbon not pyrolyzed) containing significant quantities of feedstock 
chemical energy.  

• Pyrolytic tars and other high molecular mass hydrocarbons, also containing significant 
quantities of feedstock chemical energy.  

• Pyrolytic oils and/or other condensable substances, containing significant quantities of 
feedstock chemical energy. 

Biochemical processes can yield: 

• Biogas (a mixture of methane and carbon dioxide). Biogas contains less chemical energy 
than the equivalent products from gasification of the same feedstock. 

• Ethanol. 

• Solvents, organic acids and other bio-based chemicals for refining to end products. 

Table ES-2 below describes primary and secondary products from various types of conversion 
technologies.   

 

Table ES-2.  Products of Conversion Technologies 

Conversion 
Technology 

 

Primary 
Product 

Secondary 
Products 

Solid 
Residues 

Value of 
secondary 
products 

Feedstocks 
Processed 

Complete 
gasification 

 

Synthesis 
gas 

Fuels, 
chemicals 

and electricity 

Ash 
metals 

recycle or 
landfill 

Very high and 
flexible 

All organics 
low moisture 

 

Incomplete 
gasification 

(See 
pyrolysis) 

Fuel and 
synthesis gas 

Electricity, 
some 

marketable 
fuels 

Char 
ash 

metals 
recycle 

Moderate may 
need refining 
at additional 

expense 

All organics 
low moisture 

Indirectly 
fired 

pyrolysis 
with drier 
& gasifier 

Fuel and 
synthesis gas 

Electricity, 
some 

marketable 
fuels 

Char 
ash 

metals 
recycle or 

landfill 

Moderate may 
need refining 
at additional 

expense 

All organics 
low moisture 

Anaerobic 
Digestion 

Fuel Gas 
(CH4 and 

CO2) 

Heat, Power, 
Fuels, 

Chemicals, 
Soil 

Amendment 

Inorganics, 
metals, glass,
undegraded 

biomass 

Moderate to 
High 

Biodegradable 
Components 
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Conversion 
Technology 

Product 
PrimarySecondary 

Products 
Solid 

Residues 

Value of 
secondary 
products 

Feedstocks 
Processed 

Fermentation Ethanol 

Ethanol, 
Chemicals, 
Heat, Soil 

Amendment 

Inorganics, 
metals, glass, 
undegraded 

biomass 

Moderate to 
High 

Biodegradable 
Components 

Environmental and Public Health Impacts 
Emissions from thermochemical and biochemical systems include such things as oxides of 
nitrogen and sulfur (NOx and SOx), hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide, particulate matter (PM), 
heavy metals, greenhouse gas emissions such as CO2, and dioxins/furans. In addition, there can 
be fugitive gas and dust emissions that depend on control strategies, operational practices, and 
level of maintenance at a particular facility (e.g., enclosed receiving buildings with may have 
exhaust air treatment to minimize VOC and dust emissions from unloading and feedstock 
storage). Conversion processes, particularly thermochemical conversion, may employ air 
pollution control at the reactor outlet as well as the exhaust gas outlet. 

Dioxins and furans are of particular concern in terms of potential environmental consequences. 
These compounds are formed under high temperatures when chlorine and complex mixtures 
containing carbon are present, and can be found in the gas and liquid phases. However, existing 
data from facilities in Japan and Europe indicate that thermochemical conversion technologies 
can operate within constraints established by their local regulatory agencies. There has also been 
considerable technological progress in emissions controls over the past decade that can be 
directly applied to conversion technologies. This is corroborated by data from the U.S. EPA 
showing over a 99 percent reduction in the release of dioxins and over 90 percent reduction in the 
release of heavy metals such as lead and mercury from MSW incinerators (See Table 5). 
Although this data is from MSW incinerators, these factors indicate that it is very likely that 
conversion technologies with the most advanced environmental controls would be able to meet 
regulatory requirements in California. 

There are concerns from some stakeholders regarding thermochemical technologies resulting 
from their perception that pyrolysis and gasification processes are variations of incineration 
because the resultant product is subsequently combusted. The corollary could be extended to 
energy production from landfill gas and biogas from anaerobic digestion, however, the CIWMB 
does not consider landfilling and anaerobic digestion as variations of incineration. Some 
commentors have stated that federal law includes gasification and pyrolysis as part of the 
definition of incineration. Title 40, Part 60, Standards of Performance for New Stationary 
Sources, Subpart E—Standards of Performance for Incinerators defines "Incinerator" as "...any 
furnace used in the process of burning solid waste for the purpose of reducing the volume of the 
waste by removing combustible matter." The federal definition does not include the term 
gasification or pyrolysis. 

Biochemical technologies operate at lower temperatures than thermochemical technologies so the 
potential for production of dioxins/furans is eliminated. However, if biogas is produced from 
biochemical technologies and subsequently used in a generator or internal combustion engine for 
electricity production, there is a potential for dioxin formation. Biochemical technologies can 
also produce volatile organic compounds and ammonia which may be cause for concern for some 
local air districts. 
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Conversion 
Technology 

 

Primary 
Product 

Secondary 
Products 

Solid 
Residues 

Value of 
secondary 
products 

Feedstocks 
Processed 

Fermentation Ethanol 

Ethanol, 
Chemicals, 
Heat, Soil 

Amendment 

Inorganics, 
metals, glass,
undegraded 

biomass 

Moderate to 
High 

Biodegradable 
Components 

 

Environmental and Public Health Impacts 
Emissions from thermochemical and biochemical systems include such things as oxides of 
nitrogen and sulfur (NOx and SOx), hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide, particulate matter (PM), 
heavy metals, greenhouse gas emissions such as CO2, and dioxins/furans.  In addition, there can 
be fugitive gas and dust emissions that depend on control strategies, operational practices, and 
level of maintenance at a particular facility (e.g., enclosed receiving buildings with may have 
exhaust air treatment to minimize VOC and dust emissions from unloading and feedstock 
storage).  Conversion processes, particularly thermochemical conversion, may employ air 
pollution control at the reactor outlet as well as the exhaust gas outlet. 

Dioxins and furans are of particular concern in terms of potential environmental consequences. 
These compounds are formed under high temperatures when chlorine and complex mixtures 
containing carbon are present, and can be found in the gas and liquid phases.  However, existing 
data from facilities in Japan and Europe indicate that thermochemical conversion technologies 
can operate within constraints established by their local regulatory agencies. There has also been 
considerable technological progress in emissions controls over the past decade that can be 
directly applied to conversion technologies.  This is corroborated by data from the U.S. EPA 
showing over a 99 percent reduction in the release of dioxins and over 90 percent reduction in the 
release of heavy metals such as lead and mercury from MSW incinerators (See Table 5).  
Although this data is from MSW incinerators, these factors indicate that it is very likely that 
conversion technologies with the most advanced environmental controls would be able to meet 
regulatory requirements in California. 

There are concerns from some stakeholders regarding thermochemical technologies resulting 
from their perception that pyrolysis and gasification processes are variations of incineration 
because the resultant product is subsequently combusted.  The corollary could be extended to 
energy production from landfill gas and biogas from anaerobic digestion, however, the CIWMB 
does not consider landfilling and anaerobic digestion as variations of incineration.  Some 
commentors have stated that federal law includes gasification and pyrolysis as part of the 
definition of incineration.  Title 40, Part 60, Standards of Performance for New Stationary 
Sources, Subpart E—Standards of Performance for Incinerators defines “Incinerator” as “…any 
furnace used in the process of burning solid waste for the purpose of reducing the volume of the 
waste by removing combustible matter.”  The federal definition does not include the term 
gasification or pyrolysis.   

Biochemical technologies operate at lower temperatures than thermochemical technologies so the 
potential for production of dioxins/furans is eliminated.  However, if biogas is produced from 
biochemical technologies and subsequently used in a generator or internal combustion engine for 
electricity production, there is a potential for dioxin formation.  Biochemical technologies can 
also produce volatile organic compounds and ammonia which may be cause for concern for some 
local air districts. 
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Essentially all conversion technologies will produce a solid residue because all components of the 
solid waste stream contain inorganic material or ash and are not converted into a gas or liquid. 
More volatile heavy metals, such as mercury, will enter the gas phase in thermal conversion and 
must be managed or captured before exhaust to atmosphere. Conversion technologies do not 
generate heavy metals in ash but do concentrate heavy metals already present in the feedstock 
that would otherwise be landfilled. With proper management, the concentrated heavy metals can 
be treated and disposed of in a controlled manner that poses no greater environmental threat than 
landfilling. 

Conversion technologies will also generate liquid residues that must be managed appropriately. 
As with the solids residue, the amount of liquid residue is dependent on the specific conversion 
process and feedstock. There are well-defined mechanisms already in place for dealing with 
these waste streams. 

Although most of the data that was provided by vendors to the UC Researchers and RTI was not 
subjected to a third-party analysis, it is important to remember that facility operators typically do 
not have laboratory facilities to test air and ash samples. Testing is usually conducted by certified 
laboratories using specified testing methodologies and certain criteria pollutants are monitored 
using continuous emissions monitoring systems. The data that has been obtained shows promise; 
however, data on other hazardous air pollutants and metal species, using known methodologies, is 
needed before a definitive conclusion can be made about thermochemical conversion 
technologies. 

The CIWMB entered into an interagency agreement with the Office of Environmental Health 
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) to review the Lifecycle and Market Impact Assessment of 
Noncombustion Conversion Technologies to determine if the information it contains would be 
adequate for an assessment of risks to humans that may result from conversion technologies. The 
primary goal of a human health risk assessment is to determine if the risk to human health posed 
by pollution released from a facility is unacceptable and requires regulatory intervention. The 
Lifecycle Report is not a human health risk assessment and data provided by the UC Researchers 
and RTI was not of the type sufficient for OEHHA to fully assess the public health impacts of 
conversion technologies. 

The lifecycle assessments analyzed the impacts of one particular hypothetical scenario for the 
development of conversion technologies in California. There are currently no operating 
conversion facilities that use municipal solid waste as a feedstock which presented a problem for 
data acquisition. RTI relied upon data provided by vendors but some stakeholder groups have 
expressed concern over the use of emissions data provided by vendors and question the accuracy 
of the reported data. Prior to initiating the analyses, detailed methodologies were developed and 
were discussed at a focus group meeting hosted by the CIWMB. The methodologies were also 
subjected to a third-party peer review. 

Lifecycle Impacts 
Life cycle inventory results were developed for the hypothetical scenario in the assumed 
geographic locations of the San Francisco Bay Area and the Los Angeles Area. The conversion 
technologies modeled for the lifecycle study would be handling waste material that would 
otherwise be disposed of in landfills. 

Based on the results of the peer reviewed lifecycle analyses, conversion technologies have many 
advantages over landfilling, composting, transformation, and recycling such as: 

• Greater potential for energy production. 

10 
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Essentially all conversion technologies will produce a solid residue because all components of the 
solid waste stream contain inorganic material or ash and are not converted into a gas or liquid.  
More volatile heavy metals, such as mercury, will enter the gas phase in thermal conversion and 
must be managed or captured before exhaust to atmosphere. Conversion technologies do not 
generate heavy metals in ash but do concentrate heavy metals already present in the feedstock 
that would otherwise be landfilled. With proper management, the concentrated heavy metals can 
be treated and disposed of in a controlled manner that poses no greater environmental threat than 
landfilling.   

Conversion technologies will also generate liquid residues that must be managed appropriately.  
As with the solids residue, the amount of liquid residue is dependent on the specific conversion 
process and feedstock.  There are well-defined mechanisms already in place for dealing with 
these waste streams. 

Although most of the data that was provided by vendors to the UC Researchers and RTI was not 
subjected to a third-party analysis, it is important to remember that facility operators typically do 
not have laboratory facilities to test air and ash samples.  Testing is usually conducted by certified 
laboratories using specified testing methodologies and certain criteria pollutants are monitored 
using continuous emissions monitoring systems.  The data that has been obtained shows promise; 
however, data on other hazardous air pollutants and metal species, using known methodologies, is 
needed before a definitive conclusion can be made about thermochemical conversion 
technologies. 

The CIWMB entered into an interagency agreement with the Office of Environmental Health 
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) to review the Lifecycle and Market Impact Assessment of 
Noncombustion Conversion Technologies to determine if the information it contains would be 
adequate for an assessment of risks to humans that may result from conversion technologies.  The 
primary goal of a human health risk assessment is to determine if the risk to human health posed 
by pollution released from a facility is unacceptable and requires regulatory intervention.  The 
Lifecycle Report is not a human health risk assessment and data provided by the UC Researchers 
and RTI was not of the type sufficient for OEHHA to fully assess the public health impacts of 
conversion technologies. 

The lifecycle assessments analyzed the impacts of one particular hypothetical scenario for the 
development of conversion technologies in California.  There are currently no operating 
conversion facilities that use municipal solid waste as a feedstock which presented a problem for 
data acquisition.  RTI relied upon data provided by vendors but some stakeholder groups have 
expressed concern over the use of emissions data provided by vendors and question the accuracy 
of the reported data.  Prior to initiating the analyses, detailed methodologies were developed and 
were discussed at a focus group meeting hosted by the CIWMB.  The methodologies were also 
subjected to a third-party peer review.   

Lifecycle Impacts 
Life cycle inventory results were developed for the hypothetical scenario in the assumed 
geographic locations of the San Francisco Bay Area and the Los Angeles Area.  The conversion 
technologies modeled for the lifecycle study would be handling waste material that would 
otherwise be disposed of in landfills.   

Based on the results of the peer reviewed lifecycle analyses, conversion technologies have many 
advantages over landfilling, composting, transformation, and recycling such as: 

• Greater potential for energy production. 
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• Fewer emissions of NOx. 

• Fewer carbon emissions which is important from a global warming perspective. 

With respect to SOx, conversion technologies produce fewer emissions of SOx when compared to 
landfilling but transformation produces fewer emissions of SOx when compared to conversion 
technologies. 

The main advantage that conversion technologies have over landfilling is the reduction of 
material that is landfilled and converted into a product that has a higher and better use such as 
electricity or alternative fuels. Life cycle studies conducted in Korea and Europe have shown that 
anaerobic digestion processes have fewer environmental impacts when compared to landfilling. 
Another potential advantage with conversion technologies is the reduction of post-closure landfill 
maintenance and long-term liability. 

Market Impact Assessment 
The methodology for conducting the market impact assessment involved determining baseline 
projections for waste management practices and recycling in each study region, adjusting these 
baseline projections by overlaying the hypothetical conversion technology scenario described 
earlier, and then analyzing the likely impacts. 

Additionally, the contractor evaluated how these findings would change if the State adopted 
certain adjustments to State policy on allowing diversion credit for waste sent to conversion 
technology facilities. The study findings are based on the assumption that private sector decision-
makers act to maximize profit, and that public sector decision-makers act to minimize cost with 
the additional responsibility of achieving Integrated Waste Management Act (IWMA) diversion 
mandates and operating environmentally sound solid waste management systems. 

It should also be noted that prior to commencing any analysis, the methodology used to conduct 
the market impact assessment was peer reviewed by the University of California and the 
California Air Resources Board Research Division. The peer reviewers all stated that the 
proposed methodology was sound. 

Exports of paper and plastics, particularly to China, have increased over the past five years. This 
trend may change dramatically as China's internal recycling infrastructure matures. If that is the 
case then California's recycling infrastructure may not be able to adequately recover and we will 
not be able to handle the increase in feedstock should the export market collapse. It is prudent for 
California to look at keeping its resources within California and developing internal infrastructure 
and markets to sustain them. 

The CIWMB adopted a policy allowing diversion credit if the following findings were made: (1) 
the jurisdiction continues to implement the recycling and diversion programs in the jurisdiction's 
source reduction and recycling element or its modified annual report; (2) the facility complements 
the existing recycling and diversion infrastructure and is converting solid waste that was 
previously disposed; (3) the facility maintains or enhances environmental benefits; and (4) the 
facility maintains or enhances the economic sustainability of the integrated waste management 
system." The policy also stated that jurisdictions that meet all of the above will be eligible for ten 
percent diversion credit. The policy also required the CIWMB to annually evaluate the amount of 
diversion credit that can be claimed by a jurisdiction, on a case-by-case basis, that sends materials 
to that facility. Although this policy was passed by the CIWMB, there is no statutory authority 
given to the CIWMB for implementing this policy. 
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• Fewer emissions of NOx. 

• Fewer carbon emissions which is important from a global warming perspective. 

With respect to SOx, conversion technologies produce fewer emissions of SOx when compared to 
landfilling but transformation produces fewer emissions of SOx when compared to conversion 
technologies. 

The main advantage that conversion technologies have over landfilling is the reduction of 
material that is landfilled and converted into a product that has a higher and better use such as 
electricity or alternative fuels.  Life cycle studies conducted in Korea and Europe have shown that 
anaerobic digestion processes have fewer environmental impacts when compared to landfilling.  
Another potential advantage with conversion technologies is the reduction of post-closure landfill 
maintenance and long-term liability.   

Market Impact Assessment 
The methodology for conducting the market impact assessment involved determining baseline 
projections for waste management practices and recycling in each study region, adjusting these 
baseline projections by overlaying the hypothetical conversion technology scenario described 
earlier, and then analyzing the likely impacts. 

Additionally, the contractor evaluated how these findings would change if the State adopted 
certain adjustments to State policy on allowing diversion credit for waste sent to conversion 
technology facilities. The study findings are based on the assumption that private sector decision-
makers act to maximize profit, and that public sector decision-makers act to minimize cost with 
the additional responsibility of achieving Integrated Waste Management Act (IWMA) diversion 
mandates and operating environmentally sound solid waste management systems. 

It should also be noted that prior to commencing any analysis, the methodology used to conduct 
the market impact assessment was peer reviewed by the University of California and the 
California Air Resources Board Research Division.  The peer reviewers all stated that the 
proposed methodology was sound. 

Exports of paper and plastics, particularly to China, have increased over the past five years.  This 
trend may change dramatically as China’s internal recycling infrastructure matures.  If that is the 
case then California’s recycling infrastructure may not be able to adequately recover and we will 
not be able to handle the increase in feedstock should the export market collapse.  It is prudent for 
California to look at keeping its resources within California and developing internal infrastructure 
and markets to sustain them.    

The CIWMB adopted a policy allowing diversion credit if the following findings were made:  (1) 
the jurisdiction continues to implement the recycling and diversion programs in the jurisdiction’s 
source reduction and recycling element or its modified annual report; (2) the facility complements 
the existing recycling and diversion infrastructure and is converting solid waste that was 
previously disposed; (3) the facility maintains or enhances environmental benefits; and (4) the 
facility maintains or enhances the economic sustainability of the integrated waste management 
system.”  The policy also stated that jurisdictions that meet all of the above will be eligible for ten 
percent diversion credit. The policy also required the CIWMB to annually evaluate the amount of 
diversion credit that can be claimed by a jurisdiction, on a case-by-case basis, that sends materials 
to that facility.  Although this policy was passed by the CIWMB, there is no statutory authority 
given to the CIWMB for implementing this policy.   
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To assess the market impact of this policy, a market analysis was conducted using the CIWMB-
adopted policies. The following scenarios were developed for the diversion credit impact 
analysis: 

1. Full diversion credit, diversion programs maintained. 

2. Ten percent diversion credit cap, diversion programs maintained. 

3. Full diversion credit, diversion programs discontinued. 

4. Full diversion credit, recycling programs continued, and green waste programs 
discontinued. 

Under Scenario 1 and 2 of the diversion credit analysis, there would be no negative impact on 
existing recycling and compost markets and it may actually have a positive impact. Both 
scenarios would provide increased recycling market revenue, jobs, and tonnage. However, 
landfill revenue, tonnage, and jobs would decrease under both scenarios. 

There may be a negative impact on recycling and composting if diversion credit was granted and 
local jurisdictions discontinued their traditional diversion programs as described in Scenario 3 
and 4. If the CIWMB is given statutory authority to implement its policy regarding diversion 
credit, diversion programs will not be discontinued if local jurisdictions want diversion credit for 
material sent to conversion technology facilities. 

Overall, conversion technologies will have a positive impact on recycling because of the potential 
for additional recyclables such as glass, metals, and some plastics entering the market stream 
from pre-processing of the feedstock. Future recycling growth could be negatively impacted in 
the following way if recyclables were redirected to conversion technology facilities: 

• If source-separated recyclables or green waste flowed to conversion technology facilities 
rather than recycling facilities. 

• If waste streams that are currently untapped for recycling became unavailable to new 
recycling efforts in the future. 

• If local jurisdictions eliminated recycling and green waste collection programs and redirected 
mixed waste to conversion technology facilities; however, this scenario seems unlikely given 
the enormous capital investment made by local jurisdictions and waste management 
companies. 

This scenario is not likely to occur because of existing statutory requirements for local 
jurisdictions to achieve a 50 percent recycling goal and to maintain or expand their existing 
recycling programs. In addition, if the CIWMB is given authority to grant diversion credit, by its 
own policy, it would only do so if a jurisdiction or regional agency continues to implement the 
recycling and diversion programs in the jurisdiction's Source Reduction Recycling Element or 
annual report. 

Conversion technologies may have the largest market and economic impact on the landfills given 
that potential tipping fees for conversion technologies may be competitive with current landfill 
prices. 

Conclusions 
Based on the peer reviewed information from the Evaluation of Conversion Technology 
Processes and Product report prepared by UC Riverside, the Life Cycle and Market Impact 
Assessment of Noncombustion Waste Conversion Technologies prepared by RTI International and 
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To assess the market impact of this policy, a market analysis was conducted using the CIWMB-
adopted policies.  The following scenarios were developed for the diversion credit impact 
analysis: 

1. Full diversion credit, diversion programs maintained. 

2. Ten percent diversion credit cap, diversion programs maintained. 

3. Full diversion credit, diversion programs discontinued. 

4. Full diversion credit, recycling programs continued, and green waste programs 
discontinued.        

Under Scenario 1 and 2 of the diversion credit analysis, there would be no negative impact on 
existing recycling and compost markets and it may actually have a positive impact.  Both 
scenarios would provide increased recycling market revenue, jobs, and tonnage.  However, 
landfill revenue, tonnage, and jobs would decrease under both scenarios. 

There may be a negative impact on recycling and composting if diversion credit was granted and 
local jurisdictions discontinued their traditional diversion programs as described in Scenario 3 
and 4.  If the CIWMB is given statutory authority to implement its policy regarding diversion 
credit, diversion programs will not be discontinued if local jurisdictions want diversion credit for 
material sent to conversion technology facilities. 

Overall, conversion technologies will have a positive impact on recycling because of the potential 
for additional recyclables such as glass, metals, and some plastics entering the market stream 
from pre-processing of the feedstock.  Future recycling growth could be negatively impacted in 
the following way if recyclables were redirected to conversion technology facilities: 

• If source-separated recyclables or green waste flowed to conversion technology facilities 
rather than recycling facilities. 

• If waste streams that are currently untapped for recycling became unavailable to new 
recycling efforts in the future. 

• If local jurisdictions eliminated recycling and green waste collection programs and redirected 
mixed waste to conversion technology facilities; however, this scenario seems unlikely given 
the enormous capital investment made by local jurisdictions and waste management 
companies. 

This scenario is not likely to occur because of existing statutory requirements for local 
jurisdictions to achieve a 50 percent recycling goal and to maintain or expand their existing 
recycling programs.  In addition, if the CIWMB is given authority to grant diversion credit, by its 
own policy, it would only do so if a jurisdiction or regional agency continues to implement the 
recycling and diversion programs in the jurisdiction’s Source Reduction Recycling Element or 
annual report. 

Conversion technologies may have the largest market and economic impact on the landfills given 
that potential tipping fees for conversion technologies may be competitive with current landfill 
prices. 

Conclusions 
Based on the peer reviewed information from the Evaluation of Conversion Technology 
Processes and Product report prepared by UC Riverside, the Life Cycle and Market Impact 
Assessment of Noncombustion Waste Conversion Technologies prepared by RTI International and 
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reports from other organizations, alternative thermochemical and biochemical conversion 
technologies may be technically viable options for the conversion of post-recycled MSW and 
offer betters solutions to landfilling and transformation. Thermochemical and biochemical 
conversion technologies possess unique characteristics which have varying potentials to reduce 
the amount of material that is ultimately landfilled. 

Based on input from a number of stakeholders, it is concluded that existing statutory definitions 
should be amended. For example, the definition in "gasification" in Public Resources Code 
Section 40117 is scientifically inaccurate. Transformation" is defined Public Resources Code 
Section 40201 as "incineration, pyrolysis, distillation, or biological conversion other than 
composting, gasification, or biomass conversion." This definition includes distillation and 
biological conversion which are low heat technologies. Distillation is a purification step for 
products such as alcohols and is carried out at temperatures dramatically below those for 
thermochemical technologies and transformation. 

Anaerobic digestion can be considered both a biological conversion technology and a composting 
technology because the digestate is a compostable residue. As a biological conversion 
technology material sent to an anaerobic digestion facility would not qualify for diversion credit, 
however, as a composting technology material would qualify for diversion credit. The CIWMB 
considers anaerobic digestion as a form of anaerobic composting; however, current statutory 
language is ambiguous. For purposes of clarity, biological technologies should be removed from 
the transformation definition and the Legislature must clarify the issue of anaerobic digestion. 

Data gaps do exist and it would be beneficial to conduct source testing where possible. The 
CIWMB should work with other Cal/EPA boards and departments to develop a research agenda 
for conversion technologies. AB 2770 provided an appropriation of $1 5 million however the 
bulk of the funds were used for the lifecycle assessment, market impact assessment, and 
technology identification and assessment. Thorough testing of air emissions, solid, and liquid 
residues could not be done with the balance of the appropriation. These data gaps preclude the 
CIWMB from determining the public health impacts that each conversion technology would 
have. Some stakeholders have also expressed their desire for additional data before there is 
widespread support for certain types of conversion technologies. However it is difficult to 
acquire data without any operating conversion technology facilities in California. 

While no one technology is suitable for all waste streams, no single waste management practice, 
be it landfilling, recycling, composting, or conversion can handle the full array of waste sources. 
Each can form part of an integrated waste management system which is based on the idea of an 
overall approach for the management of waste streams, recyclable streams, treatment 
technologies, and markets. 

When the waste management hierarchy was developed in 1989, conversion technologies using 
solid waste were still being analyzed and had not reached the mature state that exists today. 
Some stakeholders have suggested that the hierarchy be revised to incorporate conversion 
technologies as part of an integrated waste management approach and evolve into an integrated 
resource management approach. The waste hierarchy in the European Union (EU) is similar to 
that in California. The EU Hierarchy was established by Directive 75/442/EEC as follows: 
prevention, recycling, energy recovery and safe disposal . The European hierarchy differs in that 
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reports from other organizations, alternative thermochemical and biochemical conversion 
technologies may be technically viable options for the conversion of post-recycled MSW and 
offer betters solutions to landfilling and transformation. Thermochemical and biochemical 
conversion technologies possess unique characteristics which have varying potentials to reduce 
the amount of material that is ultimately landfilled. 

Based on input from a number of stakeholders, it is concluded that existing statutory definitions 
should be amended.  For example, the definition in “gasification” in Public Resources Code 
Section 40117 is scientifically inaccurate.  Transformation” is defined Public Resources Code 
Section 40201 as “incineration, pyrolysis, distillation, or biological conversion other than 
composting, gasification, or biomass conversion.”  This definition includes distillation and 
biological conversion which are low heat technologies.  Distillation is a purification step for 
products such as alcohols and is carried out at temperatures dramatically below those for 
thermochemical technologies and transformation.   

Anaerobic digestion can be considered both a biological conversion technology and a composting 
technology because the digestate is a compostable residue.  As a biological conversion 
technology material sent to an anaerobic digestion facility would not qualify for diversion credit, 
however, as a composting technology material would qualify for diversion credit.  The CIWMB 
considers anaerobic digestion as a form of anaerobic composting; however, current statutory 
language is ambiguous.  For purposes of clarity, biological technologies should be removed from 
the transformation definition and the Legislature must clarify the issue of anaerobic digestion. 

Data gaps do exist and it would be beneficial to conduct source testing where possible.  The 
CIWMB should work with other Cal/EPA boards and departments to develop a research agenda 
for conversion technologies.  AB 2770 provided an appropriation of $1.5 million however the 
bulk of the funds were used for the lifecycle assessment, market impact assessment, and 
technology identification and assessment.  Thorough testing of air emissions, solid, and liquid 
residues could not be done with the balance of the appropriation.  These data gaps preclude the 
CIWMB from determining the public health impacts that each conversion technology would 
have.  Some stakeholders have also expressed their desire for additional data before there is 
widespread support for certain types of conversion technologies.  However it is difficult to 
acquire data without any operating conversion technology facilities in California.   

While no one technology is suitable for all waste streams, no single waste management practice, 
be it landfilling, recycling, composting, or conversion can handle the full array of waste sources.  
Each can form part of an integrated waste management system which is based on the idea of an 
overall approach for the management of waste streams, recyclable streams, treatment 
technologies, and markets.   

When the waste management hierarchy was developed in 1989, conversion technologies using 
solid waste were still being analyzed and had not reached the mature state that exists today.  
Some stakeholders have suggested  that the hierarchy be revised to incorporate conversion 
technologies as part of an integrated waste management approach and evolve into an integrated 
resource management approach.  The waste hierarchy in the European Union (EU) is similar to 
that in California.  The EU Hierarchy was established by Directive 75/442/EEC as follows: 
prevention, recycling, energy recovery and safe disposal .  The European hierarchy differs in that 

http://europa.eu.int/smartapi/cgi/sga_doc?smartapi!celexplus!prod!DocNumber&lg=en&type_doc=Directive&an_doc=1975&nu_doc=442


DRAFT—For Discussion Purposes Only. Do not cite or quote. 

Board Meeting Agenda Item 22 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 1 

`recovery' includes re-use, recycling and extraction of materials and energy from solid waste. 
Article 3 of the Council Directive 75/442/EEC2  states the following: 

"Article 3 
1. Member States shall take appropriate steps to encourage the prevention, recycling and 
processing of waste, the extraction of raw materials and possibly of energy there from and any 
other process for the re-use of waste. " 

The CIWMB believes that discussions of revising the hierarchy are outside the scope of AB 2770. 
Furthermore the lifecycle and market impact analyses did not consider revisions of the hierarchy. 

Cleanest, Least Polluting Technologies 

AB 2770 requires the CIWMB to identify the cleanest, least polluting technologies. Biological 
technologies and thermal technologies may each have advantages and disadvantages when 
compared to each other. However, based on the studies, there is no scientific basis to classify one 
technology class as less favorable based solely on temperature ranges or the fact that the resultant 
product is subsequently combusted. If these were the sole criteria then secondary smelting of 
aluminum and glass recycling would be looked at less favorably because of their high 
temperatures which lead to dioxin formation. In addition, electricity production from biogas 
derived from anaerobic digestion or methane from landfills would also be looked at less favorably 
because the gas is combusted. 

Thermochemical technologies can process a wider variety of feedstocks and can have a greater 
effect on landfill reduction. Thermochemical technologies can also produce a larger variety of 
products which can displace the need for non-renewable petroleum resources. Although for some 
stakeholders there are greater concerns with emissions from this family of technologies, the 
limited data that was acquired all indicate that emissions levels are below the regulatory limits 
placed upon them. 

Biochemical technologies such as anaerobic digestion are viewed more favorably because they 
operate at lower temperatures and reduce the potential for the production of dioxin/furans and 
heavy metal content in ash or air emissions. However, the subsequent use of biogas or alternative 
fuel may result in the formation of dioxins and furans. Anaerobic digestion technologies are also 
viewed more favorably since the process extracts some of the intrinsic heat value from the 
feedstock and the residue from the process may have some nutritive value and can be composted. 
The disadvantage of biochemical technologies is that these technologies may produce volatile 
organic compounds and ammonia and can only process biodegradeable materials. 

In summary, because of all the factors listed above, the CIWMB has concluded that no single 
technology is suitable for all feedstocks and no single technology is the cleanest and least 
polluting. 

Recommendations 
Based on the analysis provided by the University of California, National Renewable Energy 
Laboratory, RTI, comments received on the draft report from interested parties, and the 

Directive (75/442/EEC) 
http://europa.eu.int/smartapi/cgi/sga  doc?smartapi!celexplus!prod!DocNumber&lg=en&type doc=Directive&an doc=1975& 
nu doc=442 
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‘recovery’ includes re-use, recycling and extraction of materials and energy from solid waste.  
Article 3 of the Council Directive 75/442/EEC2 states the following: 

“Article 3 
1. Member States shall take appropriate steps to encourage the prevention, recycling and 
processing of waste, the extraction of raw materials and possibly of energy there from and any 
other process for the re-use of waste.” 

The CIWMB believes that discussions of revising the hierarchy are outside the scope of AB 2770. 
Furthermore the lifecycle and market impact analyses did not consider revisions of the hierarchy. 

Cleanest, Least Polluting Technologies 

AB 2770 requires the CIWMB to identify the cleanest, least polluting technologies.  Biological 
technologies and thermal technologies may each have advantages and disadvantages when 
compared to each other.  However, based on the studies, there is no scientific basis to classify one 
technology class as less favorable based solely on temperature ranges or the fact that the resultant 
product is subsequently combusted.  If these were the sole criteria then secondary smelting of 
aluminum and glass recycling would be looked at less favorably because of their high 
temperatures which lead to dioxin formation.  In addition, electricity production from biogas 
derived from anaerobic digestion or methane from landfills would also be looked at less favorably 
because the gas is combusted. 

Thermochemical technologies can process a wider variety of feedstocks and can have a greater 
effect on landfill reduction.  Thermochemical technologies can also produce a larger variety of 
products which can displace the need for non-renewable petroleum resources.  Although for some 
stakeholders there are greater concerns with emissions from this family of technologies, the 
limited data that was acquired all indicate that emissions levels are below the regulatory limits 
placed upon them.     

Biochemical technologies such as anaerobic digestion are viewed more favorably because they 
operate at lower temperatures and reduce the potential for the production of dioxin/furans and 
heavy metal content in ash or air emissions.  However, the subsequent use of biogas or alternative 
fuel may result in the formation of dioxins and furans.  Anaerobic digestion technologies are also 
viewed more favorably since the process extracts some of the intrinsic heat value from the 
feedstock and the residue from the process may have some nutritive value and can be composted.  
The disadvantage of biochemical technologies is that these technologies may produce volatile 
organic compounds and ammonia and can only process biodegradeable materials.     

In summary, because of all the factors listed above, the CIWMB has concluded that no single 
technology is suitable for all feedstocks and no single technology is the cleanest and least 
polluting. 

 

Recommendations 
Based on the analysis provided by the University of California, National Renewable Energy 
Laboratory, RTI, comments received on the draft report from interested parties, and the 
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CIWMB's analysis, the following are recommendations for further action related to conversion 
technologies related to the findings noted above. The purpose of these recommendations is to 
identify areas within the statutory structure that apply to conversion technologies which need to 
be corrected, require further adjustment, or clarification, as well as identify potential requirements 
that should apply to conversion technologies to provide the appropriate level of protection to the 
environment, ensure that the existing marketing and diversion infrastructure are not harmed, and 
allow the development of conversion facilities in an efficient and timely manner. 

1. Change and clarify statutory definitions: 

a. Gasification 

The existing definition for "gasification" in Public Resources Code Section 40117 should be 
amended as follows to be more scientifically accurate. One potential definition which could 
accomplish this is as follows: 

"Gasification" means the conversion of solid or liquid carbon-based materials by direct or 
indirect heating. For direct heating, partial oxidation occurs where the gasification medium is 
steam and air or oxygen. Indirect heating uses an external heat source such as a hot 
circulating medium and steam as the gasification medium. Gasification produces a fuel gas 
(synthesis gas, producer gas), which is principally carbon monoxide, hydrogen, methane, and 
lighter hydrocarbons in association with carbon dioxide and nitrogen depending on the 
process used. 

This definition is more of a description of gasification processes. Reference to prohibiting 
discharges of air contaminants or emissions would be more appropriately included as 
conditions in an air permit. Likewise provisions relating to pre-processing and 
implementation of local source reduction and recycling programs would be more 
appropriately placed in the sections of the Integrated Waste Management Act that relate to 
what jurisdictions may include within their diversion totals. Without this type of a change, a 
particular facility may or may not qualify as a gasification facility depending upon a 
jurisdiction's actions, rather than based on the processes that it uses. In addition, the existing 
definition makes it possible for a facility to be defined as a gasification facility at one point in 
time and then no longer meet the definition later, if a jurisdiction (not the facility) fails to 
implement programs. 

b. Transformation 

Modify the definition of "Transformation" in Public Resources Code 40201 to distinguish 
between these processes and conversion technology processes. 

Transformation typically is used to mean incineration; however, there are certain terms 
contained in the current statutory definition such as distillation, biological conversion, and 
pyrolysis that do not involve incineration. The current statute treats some conversion 
technologies as if they were incineration, but others as if they were not. This creates 
inequities in how these facilities would be regulated and treated as far as they are used to 
address the waste stream. One potential revision to this definition could be as follows: 

"Transformation" means the thermal destruction, in an oxygen-rich environment, of solid 
waste for the generation of heat and subsequent energy production. 

c. Conversion 
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CIWMB’s analysis, the following are recommendations for further action related to conversion 
technologies related to the findings noted above.  The purpose of these recommendations is to 
identify areas within the statutory structure that apply to conversion technologies which need to 
be corrected, require further adjustment, or clarification, as well as identify potential requirements 
that should apply to conversion technologies to provide the appropriate level of protection to the 
environment, ensure that the existing marketing and diversion infrastructure are not harmed, and 
allow the development of conversion facilities in an efficient and timely manner.  

1. Change and clarify statutory definitions: 

a. Gasification 

The existing definition for “gasification” in Public Resources Code Section 40117 should be 
amended as follows to be more scientifically accurate.  One potential definition which could 
accomplish this is as follows: 

“Gasification” means the conversion of solid or liquid carbon-based materials by direct or 
indirect heating.  For direct heating, partial oxidation occurs where the gasification medium is 
steam and air or oxygen.  Indirect heating uses an external heat source such as a hot 
circulating medium and steam as the gasification medium.  Gasification produces a fuel gas 
(synthesis gas, producer gas), which is principally carbon monoxide, hydrogen, methane, and 
lighter hydrocarbons in association with carbon dioxide and nitrogen depending on the 
process used. 

This definition is more of a description of gasification processes.  Reference to prohibiting 
discharges of air contaminants or emissions would be more appropriately included as 
conditions in an air permit.  Likewise provisions relating to pre-processing and 
implementation of local source reduction and recycling programs would be more 
appropriately placed in the sections of the Integrated Waste Management Act that relate to 
what jurisdictions may include within their diversion totals. Without this type of a change, a 
particular facility may or may not qualify as a gasification facility depending upon a 
jurisdiction’s actions, rather than based on the processes that it uses. In addition, the existing 
definition makes it possible for a facility to be defined as a gasification facility at one point in 
time and then no longer meet the definition later, if a jurisdiction (not the facility) fails to 
implement programs. 

b. Transformation 

Modify the definition of “Transformation” in Public Resources Code 40201 to distinguish 
between these processes and conversion technology processes. 

Transformation typically is used to mean incineration; however, there are certain terms 
contained in the current statutory definition such as distillation, biological conversion, and 
pyrolysis that do not involve incineration.  The current statute treats some conversion 
technologies as if they were incineration, but others as if they were not. This creates 
inequities in how these facilities would be regulated and treated as far as they are used to 
address the waste stream. One potential revision to this definition could be as follows: 

“Transformation” means the thermal destruction, in an oxygen-rich environment, of solid 
waste for the generation of heat and subsequent energy production. 

c. Conversion 
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There is no statutory definition of "conversion technology." Some of the processes included 
within the common meaning of "conversion technology" are not mentioned in CIWMB 
statute. For example, Public Resources Code Section 40201 defines "transformation" as 
including incineration, pyrolysis, distillation and biological conversion other than 
composting. However, catalytic cracking and hydrolysis are not included in this statutory 
definition, while gasification is explicitly excluded. Thus, in order to provide clarity as to 
how each of these processes would be regulated, it is necessary for statute to define 
"conversion technology" and/or any other terms that need to be used to set forth how these 
various processes which are either currently defined in statute as transformation (for example, 
pyrolysis and distillation), or a process explicitly excluded from definition as transformation 
(for example, gasification), or processes not defined as transformation (i.e., catalytic cracking 
and hydrolysis) should be treated. 

One potential solution would be to include all of the non-incineration technologies in the 
following general definition of conversion technology so that they could all be treated 
similarly under the Board's statutes and regulations: 

"Conversion" means the processing, through noncombustion thermal, chemical, or 
biological processes, other than composting, of residual solid waste from which 
recyclable materials have been substantially diverted and/or removed to produce 
electricity, alternative fuels, chemicals, or other products that meet quality standards for 
use in the marketplace, with a minimum amount of residuals remaining after processing. 
Conversion does not include anaerobic digestion, biomass conversion, composting 
(aerobic or anaerobic) or incineration. 

However, stakeholders have noted that including these various processes within one 
definition is not satisfactory since while they all "convert" waste, they are different in how 
they accomplish that conversion. While this is true, the Board believes that additional 
distinctions that may be appropriate regarding permitting and other requirements could be 
developed through the regulatory process once the statute was clarified as to what would be 
included, or not, within the umbrella term "conversion technology." 

d. Biomass Conversion 

Public Resources Code Section 40106 defines "biomass conversion" as a combustion process 
for producing electricity from specified materials, including agricultural crop residues, garden 
clippings, wood waste, and other materials. Biomass conversion facilities are not within the 
CIWMB's jurisdiction to regulate. This means that biomass conversion facilities can mass 
burn these materials without CIWMB oversight, but conversion technologies converting these 
same materials might be subject to CIWMB requirements. The intent of the Legislature 
concerning the use of conversion technologies to process these same types of materials is 
unknown. This may result in confusion as to which facilities are regulated and which are not, 
and this may create an =level playing field for those facilities using biomass as feedstock, 
and appears to be contrary to the Legislative intent to limit the burning of waste derived 
materials as opposed to some other method of processing. Thus, the statute should be 
amended to clarify whether biomass conversion, which is exempt from Board regulation 
(although it can count for up to 10% of a jurisdiction's diversion rate) is also intended to 
include all conversion technologies that use biomass, or just incineration of biomass. 

e. Anaerobic Digestion 
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There is no statutory definition of “conversion technology.”  Some of the processes included 
within the common meaning of “conversion technology” are not mentioned in CIWMB 
statute.  For example, Public Resources Code Section 40201 defines “transformation” as 
including incineration, pyrolysis, distillation and biological conversion other than 
composting.  However, catalytic cracking and hydrolysis are not included in this statutory 
definition, while gasification is explicitly excluded.  Thus, in order to provide clarity as to 
how each of these processes would be regulated, it is necessary for statute to define 
“conversion technology” and/or any other terms that need to be used to set forth how these 
various processes which are either currently defined in statute as transformation (for example, 
pyrolysis and distillation), or a process explicitly excluded from definition as transformation 
(for example, gasification), or processes not defined as transformation (i.e., catalytic cracking 
and hydrolysis) should be treated.  

One potential solution would be to include all of the non-incineration technologies in the 
following general definition of conversion technology so that they could all be treated 
similarly under the Board’s statutes and regulations: 

 “Conversion” means the processing, through noncombustion thermal, chemical, or 
biological processes, other than composting, of residual solid waste from which 
recyclable materials have been substantially diverted and/or removed to produce 
electricity, alternative fuels, chemicals, or other products that meet quality standards for 
use in the marketplace, with a minimum amount of residuals remaining after processing.  
Conversion does not include anaerobic digestion, biomass conversion, composting 
(aerobic or anaerobic) or incineration. 

However, stakeholders have noted that including these various processes within one 
definition is not satisfactory since while they all “convert” waste, they are different in how 
they accomplish that conversion. While this is true, the Board believes that additional 
distinctions that may be appropriate regarding permitting and other requirements could be 
developed through the regulatory process once the statute was clarified as to what would be 
included, or not, within the umbrella term “conversion technology.” 

d.  Biomass Conversion 

Public Resources Code Section 40106 defines “biomass conversion” as a combustion process 
for producing electricity from specified materials, including agricultural crop residues, garden 
clippings, wood waste, and other materials. Biomass conversion facilities are not within the 
CIWMB’s jurisdiction to regulate. This means that biomass conversion facilities can mass 
burn these materials without CIWMB oversight, but conversion technologies converting these 
same materials might be subject to CIWMB requirements. The intent of the Legislature 
concerning the use of conversion technologies to process these same types of materials is 
unknown. This may result in confusion as to which facilities are regulated and which are not, 
and this may create an unlevel playing field for those facilities using biomass as feedstock, 
and appears to be contrary to the Legislative intent to limit the burning of waste derived 
materials as opposed to some other method of processing. Thus, the statute should be 
amended to clarify whether biomass conversion, which is exempt from Board regulation 
(although it can count for up to 10% of a jurisdiction’s diversion rate) is also intended to 
include all conversion technologies that use biomass, or just incineration of biomass. 

e.  Anaerobic Digestion 
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The CIWMB considers anaerobic digestion as very similar to in-vessel anaerobic 
composting. However, the statute does not specifically address anaerobic digestion because 
there is no definition or description. From a policy perspective, it is difficult to distinguish 
anaerobic digestion from composting, which is not included within conversion technology, 
but is not necessarily the same as composting (which is subject to Board regulation and 
permitting, but is treated as a diversion activity). However, a facility that uses pretreatment 
processes such as hydrolysis is typically thought of as a conversion technology, even though 
it might also be difficult to distinguish hydrolysis from anaerobic digestion. 

Without further clarity from the Legislature regarding anaerobic digestion, the CIWMB will 
continue to consider anaerobic digestion technologies as a form of composting. 

f. Recycling Exemption 

Existing law must clarify the applicability of the "recycling exception" to Conversion 
Technology and clarify what constitutes a manufacturer. Public Resources Code section 
40200 provides that: 

40200. (a) "Transfer or processing station" or "station" includes those facilities utilized to 
receive solid wastes, temporarily store, separate, convert, or otherwise process the materials 
in the solid wastes, or to transfer the solid wastes directly from smaller tolarger vehicles for 
transport, and those facilities utilized for transformation. 

(b) "Transfer or processing station" or "station" does not include any of the following: 

(1) A facility, whose principal function is to receive, store, separate, convert, or otherwise 
process in accordance with state minimum standards, manure. 

(2) A facility, whose principal function is to receive, store, convert, or otherwise process 
wastes which have already been separated for reuse and are not intended for disposal. 

(3) The operations premises of a duly licensed solid waste handling operator who receives, 
stores, transfers, or otherwise processes wastes as an activity incidental to the conduct of a 
refuse collection and disposal business in accordance with regulations adopted pursuant to 
Section 43309. (Emphasis added). 

The language of subsection (b)(2) leads some stakeholders to argue that conversion 
technologies that only convert materials that are separated for reuse (or source separated) are 
not subject to Board regulation at all. The above "exception" applies to transformation as 
well. On the other hand, this exception does not apply to the gasification definition. Finally, 
the applicability of the exception to those types of conversion technologies that are not listed 
in either definition is unclear. 

Similarly, some stakeholders believe that many conversion technologies could be classified 
as manufacturers, since they are manufacturing a product of some kind (albeit with waste-
derived or separated material) and should thus be outside of the Board's jurisdiction (and also 
count as diversion through not being waste facilities). However, doing so could essentially 
take all conversion technologies outside of the CIWMB's jurisdiction. 

Thus, clarity is need from the Legislature regarding whether or not, and if so, how, either the 
"recycling exception" or a definition of "manufacturer" should be applied to conversion 
technologies. 
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The CIWMB considers anaerobic digestion as very similar to in-vessel anaerobic 
composting.  However, the statute does not specifically address anaerobic digestion because 
there is no definition or description.  From a policy perspective, it is difficult to distinguish 
anaerobic digestion from composting, which is not included within conversion technology, 
but is not necessarily the same as composting (which is subject to Board regulation and 
permitting, but is treated as a diversion activity). However, a facility that uses pretreatment 
processes such as hydrolysis is typically thought of as a conversion technology, even though 
it might also be difficult to distinguish hydrolysis from anaerobic digestion.   

Without further clarity from the Legislature regarding anaerobic digestion, the CIWMB will 
continue to consider anaerobic digestion technologies as a form of composting.  

 

f.  Recycling Exemption   

Existing law must clarify the applicability of the “recycling exception” to Conversion 
Technology and clarify what constitutes a manufacturer.  Public Resources Code section 
40200 provides that: 

40200.  (a) "Transfer or processing station" or "station" includes those facilities utilized to 
receive solid wastes, temporarily store, separate, convert, or otherwise process the materials 
in the solid wastes, or to transfer the solid wastes directly from smaller tolarger vehicles for 
transport, and those facilities utilized for transformation. 

   (b) "Transfer or processing station" or "station" does not include any of the following: 

   (1) A facility, whose principal function is to receive, store, separate, convert, or otherwise 
process in accordance with state minimum standards, manure. 

   (2) A facility, whose principal function is to receive, store, convert, or otherwise process 
wastes which have already been separated for reuse and are not intended for disposal. 

   (3) The operations premises of a duly licensed solid waste handling operator who receives, 
stores, transfers, or otherwise processes wastes as an activity incidental to the conduct of a 
refuse collection and disposal business in accordance with regulations adopted pursuant to 
Section 43309. (Emphasis added). 

The language of subsection (b)(2) leads some stakeholders to argue that conversion 
technologies that only convert materials that are separated for reuse (or source separated) are 
not subject to Board regulation at all. The above “exception” applies to transformation as 
well. On the other hand, this exception does not apply to the gasification definition. Finally, 
the applicability of the exception to those types of conversion technologies that are not listed 
in either definition is unclear. 

Similarly, some stakeholders believe that many conversion technologies could be classified 
as manufacturers, since they are manufacturing a product of some kind (albeit with waste-
derived or separated material) and should thus be outside of the Board’s jurisdiction (and also 
count as diversion through not being waste facilities). However, doing so could essentially 
take all conversion technologies outside of the CIWMB’s jurisdiction. 

Thus, clarity is need from the Legislature regarding whether or not, and if so, how, either the 
“recycling exception” or a definition of “manufacturer” should be applied to conversion 
technologies.   
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g. Pre-processing Requirements. 

Statutes must clarify the pre-processing requirements that might be applied to conversion 
technologies. Some stakeholders indicated that removal of "food waste" should be required 
prior to the conversion process. Others argue that the flow of materials should not be 
regulated as it would negatively impact conversion technology operations. However, other 
stakeholders believe that a more effective mechanism is needed to ensure that conversion 
technology operations do not negatively impact composting operations. PRC 40117 requires 
that a gasification facility meets the following criteria: 

"(e) To the maximum extent feasible, the technology removes all recyclable materials and 
marketable green waste compostable materials from the solid waste stream prior to the 
conversion process and the owner or operator of the facility certifies that those materials will 
be recycled or composted." 

This requirement is only applied to gasification under current statute, although some 
stakeholders believe that it should be applied to all conversion technologies. Unfortunately, 
the issue of pre-processing is difficult to address due to the diverse ways in which it impacts 
different types of conversion and how to define the term "maximum extent feasible." For 
example, catalytic cracking only uses plastic so removing compostable material is consistent 
with its normal operation, but other types of conversion processes require some amount of 
organic material to help their processes work. 

Thus, legislative guidance is needed regarding whether or not to require removal of all 
recyclable materials from the solid waste stream prior to any conversion process or only some 
of them; and on how strictly the term "maximum extent feasible" defined and enforced. 

h. Conformance Findings 

Conversion technologies could be treated similarly to disposal in that waste sent to them 
would be counted as disposal, consistent with the way statute treats gasification. However, 
conversion technology could also be treated similar to transfer/processing, consistent with the 
way that statute treats transformation as a subset of transfer/processing (Public Resources 
Code 40200). 

In the context of conformance findings (Public Resources Code section 50001), this 
ambivalence creates a difficult issue. If conversion technology is treated as disposal, a new 
facility would need to be contained in the Countywide Siting Element (CSE). Amending a 
CSE involves obtaining approval of the incorporated county and a majority of cities in with a 
majority of the population of the incorporated county (majority/majority approval). This 
process takes a significant amount of time and resources. On the other hand, if conversion 
technology is treated as transfer/processing, a new facility would need to be contained in the 
Nondisposal Facility Element (NDFE). Amending an NDFE only requires approval of one 
jurisdiction and is significantly easier to accomplish. This issue is not addressed in statute, 
thus, additional clarification from the Legislature is necessary. 

Data Collection 

Additional data should be collected on emissions from thermochemical and biochemical 
conversion technologies. The CIWMB should work with other Cal/EPA boards and 
departments to establish a research agenda for conversion technologies. In particular, the 
CIWMB should work with the California Air Resources Board regarding emission control 
improvements and maximum/best available control technologies. The emissions studies 
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g.   Pre-processing Requirements. 

Statutes must clarify the pre-processing requirements that might be applied to conversion 
technologies.  Some stakeholders indicated that removal of “food waste” should be required 
prior to the conversion process.  Others argue that the flow of materials should not be 
regulated as it would negatively impact conversion technology operations.  However, other 
stakeholders believe that a more effective mechanism is needed to ensure that conversion 
technology operations do not negatively impact composting operations.  PRC 40117 requires 
that a gasification facility meets the following criteria: 

“(e) To the maximum extent feasible, the technology removes all recyclable materials and 
marketable green waste compostable materials from the solid waste stream prior to the 
conversion process and the owner or operator of the facility certifies that those materials will 
be recycled or composted.” 

This requirement is only applied to gasification under current statute, although some 
stakeholders believe that it should be applied to all conversion technologies. Unfortunately, 
the issue of pre-processing is difficult to address due to the diverse ways in which it impacts 
different types of conversion and how to define the term “maximum extent feasible.”  For 
example, catalytic cracking only uses plastic so removing compostable material is consistent 
with its normal operation, but other types of conversion processes require some amount of 
organic material to help their processes work.   

Thus, legislative guidance is needed regarding whether or not to require removal of all 
recyclable materials from the solid waste stream prior to any conversion process or only some 
of them; and on how strictly the term  “maximum extent feasible” defined and enforced. 

h. Conformance Findings 

Conversion technologies could be treated similarly to disposal in that waste sent to them 
would be counted as disposal, consistent with the way statute treats gasification. However, 
conversion technology could also be treated similar to transfer/processing, consistent with the 
way that statute treats transformation as a subset of transfer/processing (Public Resources 
Code 40200).  

In the context of conformance findings (Public Resources Code section 50001), this 
ambivalence creates a difficult issue. If conversion technology is treated as disposal, a new 
facility would need to be contained in the Countywide Siting Element (CSE). Amending a 
CSE involves obtaining approval of the incorporated county and a majority of cities in with a 
majority of the population of the incorporated county (majority/majority approval). This 
process takes a significant amount of time and resources. On the other hand, if conversion 
technology is treated as transfer/processing, a new facility would need to be contained in the 
Nondisposal Facility Element (NDFE). Amending an NDFE only requires approval of one 
jurisdiction and is significantly easier to accomplish. This issue is not addressed in statute, 
thus, additional clarification from the Legislature is necessary. 

2. Data Collection 

Additional data should be collected on emissions from thermochemical and biochemical 
conversion technologies.  The CIWMB should work with other Cal/EPA boards and 
departments to establish a research agenda for conversion technologies.  In particular, the 
CIWMB should work with the California Air Resources Board regarding emission control 
improvements and maximum/best available control technologies.  The emissions studies 
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should be conducted by an independent third-party and could include facilities at locations 
throughout the world. The emissions studies should include measurement of metals, dioxins 
and furans, other hazardous compounds, and fugitive gas and particulate matter emissions, in 
addition to criteria pollutants. 

3. Diversion Credit 

Some stakeholders believe that conversion technologies should receive diversion credit for 
materials, especially "non-recyclable" solid wastes, diverted from landfills. These 
stakeholders believe conversion technologies have been inappropriately categorized with 
transformation and landfill disposal rather than recycling and composting in the solid waste 
hierarchy (PRC 40051). Others don't want these conversion technology operations to receive 
any diversion credit. In addition, some stakeholders question why conversion technology 
operations should be required to remove recyclables and green materials while other waste 
management processes such as landfills are not required to do so. Currently statute is less 
than clear on this issue. Transformation is defined as disposal, but specific conversion 
technology processes such as gasification, hydrolysis and catalytic cracking are either not 
included in the definition of "transformation" or are explicitly excluded. PRC 40192 states, 
in part: 

(a) Except as provided in subdivisions (b) and (c), "solid waste disposal" or "disposal" means 
the final deposition of solid wastes onto land, into the atmosphere, or into the waters of the 
state. 

(b) Except as provided in Part 2 (commencing with Section 40900), for purposes of Part 2 
(commencing with section 40900), "disposal" means the management of solid waste 
through landfill disposal or transformation at a permitted solid waste facility. 

PRC 40201 states: "Transformation" means incineration, pyrolysis, distillation, or biological 
conversion other than composting. "Transformation" does not include composting, 
gasification, or biomass conversion. Therefore, materials diverted to some conversion 
technology facilities would not seem to count toward diversion (i.e., pyrolysis, distillation, or 
biological conversion other than composting) while others would (for example, gasification 
and hydrolysis). However, in a letter to Linda Moulton-Patterson, dated May 29, 2003, 
Assembly members Hannah-Beth Jackson and Barbara Matthews, and Senator Byron Sher, 
indicated that both the AB 2770 legislative history and statute reinforce their intent that no 
diversion credit be granted for the use of gasification. In addition, the letter notes that the 
Legislature would look at the issue of diversion credit for conversion technologies after it 
receives the CIAVMB's report, thus indicating that there was no legislative intent to allow 
conversion technologies to count as diversion until that time. 

As the analysis indicates, feedstock preparation at most types of conversion technology 
facilities will result in additional recyclable materials being removed from the feed stream. 
Recyclable materials such as aluminum and glass are considered contaminants for many 
conversion processes and would reduce the efficiency of these processes. Since nothing in 
the analysis suggests that the existing recycling and diversion infrastructure would be harmed 
by development of conversion technologies, and because recovery of recyclable materials 
may be enhanced by their development, the Legislature might consider some level of 
diversion credit for conversion technologies. In considering diversion credit, certain 
conditions could be placed upon conversion operators and jurisdictions to further ensure that 
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materials, especially “non-recyclable” solid wastes, diverted from landfills.  These 
stakeholders believe conversion technologies have been inappropriately categorized with 
transformation and landfill disposal rather than recycling and composting in the solid waste 
hierarchy (PRC 40051).  Others don’t want these conversion technology operations to receive 
any diversion credit.  In addition, some stakeholders question why conversion technology 
operations should be required to remove recyclables and green materials while other waste 
management processes such as landfills are not required to do so. Currently statute is less 
than clear on this issue. Transformation is defined as disposal, but specific conversion 
technology processes such as gasification, hydrolysis and catalytic cracking are either not 
included in the definition of “transformation” or are explicitly excluded.  PRC 40192 states, 
in part: 

(a) Except as provided in subdivisions (b) and (c), “solid waste disposal” or “disposal” means 
the final deposition of solid wastes onto land, into the atmosphere, or into the waters of the 
state. 

(b) Except as provided in Part 2 (commencing with Section 40900), for purposes of Part 2 
(commencing with section 40900), “disposal” means the management of solid waste 
through landfill disposal or transformation at a permitted solid waste facility. 

PRC 40201 states:  “Transformation” means incineration, pyrolysis, distillation, or biological 
conversion other than composting.  “Transformation” does not include composting, 
gasification, or biomass conversion.  Therefore, materials diverted to some conversion 
technology facilities would not seem to count toward diversion (i.e., pyrolysis, distillation, or 
biological conversion other than composting) while others would (for example, gasification 
and hydrolysis).  However, in a letter to Linda Moulton-Patterson, dated May 29, 2003, 
Assembly members Hannah-Beth Jackson and Barbara Matthews, and Senator Byron Sher, 
indicated that both the AB 2770 legislative history and statute reinforce their intent that no 
diversion credit be granted for the use of gasification.  In addition, the letter notes that the 
Legislature would look at the issue of diversion credit for conversion technologies after it 
receives the CIWMB’s report, thus indicating that there was no legislative intent to allow 
conversion technologies to count as diversion until that time.   

As the analysis indicates, feedstock preparation at most types of conversion technology 
facilities will result in additional recyclable materials being removed from the feed stream.  
Recyclable materials such as aluminum and glass are considered contaminants for many 
conversion processes and would reduce the efficiency of these processes.  Since nothing in 
the analysis suggests that the existing recycling and diversion infrastructure would be harmed 
by development of conversion technologies, and because recovery of recyclable materials 
may be enhanced by their development, the Legislature might consider some level of 
diversion credit for conversion technologies.  In considering diversion credit, certain 
conditions could be placed upon conversion operators and jurisdictions to further ensure that 
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the diversion infrastructure is maintained. Examples of conditions the Legislature could 
consider include but are not limited to: 

• The jurisdiction or regional agency continues to implement the recycling and 
diversion programs in the jurisdiction's source reduction and recycling element or its 
modified annual report. 

• The facility complements the existing recycling and diversion infrastructure by 
conducting up-front recycling and is converting solid waste that was previously 
disposed. 

• The facility maintains or enhances environmental benefits, as evidenced by relevant 
testing of emissions and residues. 

• The facility does not harm the economic sustainability of the integrated waste 
management system. 

4. In considering diversion credit for conversion facilities, statutory provisions should be 
included to assure that materials flowing to conversion facilities can be accounted for within 
the AB 939 accounting structure and not intentionally result in higher diversion rates than the 
limit established by the Legislature. Corresponding changes in statutory provisions for 
permitting would also need to be adjusted accordingly. Market Research 

Conduct research on materials flow in California to document California's recycling 
infrastructure. Mapping the flow of materials will aid in maintaining the integrity of the 
existing recycling infrastructure while helping to determine infrastructure needs for 
conversion technologies. Ultimately this will help ensure that all facilities and operations 
behave as an integrated system. 

5. Interagency Task Force 

An Interagency Conversion Technologies Task Force should be established for the purpose of 
coordinating state agency activities related to the research and development of conversion 
technologies in an environmentally beneficial manner for the production of energy, 
alternative fuels, chemicals, and other products. The task force shall have all of the following 
goals: 

• Develop a research agenda to facilitate the acquisition of additional data 

• Encouraging and supporting the diversion of agricultural, municipal, and forestry 
biomass residuals to environmentally beneficial and productive uses such as energy, 
alternative fuels, and other products. 

• Assess the environmental benefits of conversion technologies. 

• Increasing market—based options for the use of biomass and post—recycled solid 
waste. 

• Provide technical review of potential conversion projects. 

The task force shall be comprised of one representative from each of the following state 
entities: 

• California Environmental Protection Agency 
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the diversion infrastructure is maintained.  Examples of conditions the Legislature could 
consider include but are not limited to:       

• The jurisdiction or regional agency continues to implement the recycling and 
diversion programs in the jurisdiction’s source reduction and recycling element or its 
modified annual report. 
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conducting up-front recycling and is converting solid waste that was previously 
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• The facility does not harm the economic sustainability of the integrated waste 
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4. In considering diversion credit for conversion facilities, statutory provisions should be 
included to assure that materials flowing to conversion facilities can be accounted for within 
the AB 939 accounting structure and not intentionally result in higher diversion rates than the 
limit established by the Legislature.  Corresponding changes in statutory provisions for 
permitting would also need to be adjusted accordingly. Market Research 

Conduct research on materials flow in California to document California’s recycling 
infrastructure.   Mapping the flow of materials will aid in maintaining the integrity of the 
existing recycling infrastructure while helping to determine infrastructure needs for 
conversion technologies.   Ultimately this will help ensure that all facilities and operations 
behave as an integrated system.   

5. Interagency Task Force 

An Interagency Conversion Technologies Task Force should be established for the purpose of 
coordinating state agency activities related to the research and development of conversion 
technologies in an environmentally beneficial manner for the production of energy, 
alternative fuels, chemicals, and other products. The task force shall have all of the following 
goals: 

• Develop a research agenda to facilitate the acquisition of additional data 

• Encouraging and supporting the diversion of agricultural, municipal, and forestry 
biomass residuals to environmentally beneficial and productive uses such as energy, 
alternative fuels, and other products. 

• Assess the environmental benefits of conversion technologies. 
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The task force shall be comprised of one representative from each of the following state 
entities: 

• California Environmental Protection Agency 



DRAFT 

Board Meeting 
March 15-16, 2005 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

—For Discussion Purposes Only. Do not cite or quote. 

Agenda Item 22 
Attachment 1 

Resources Agency 

CIWMB 

Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 

Department of Toxic Substances Control 

Regional Water Quality Control Board 

State Air Resources Board 

State Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission 

Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 

Department of Food and Agriculture 

Local Government representative 

Environmental organization representative 
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Introduction 
The California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (AB 939, Sher, Chapter 1095, Statutes 
of 1989, as amended) requires local jurisdictions and the CIWMB to cooperatively reduce the 
amount of solid waste disposed in landfills by promoting the reduction, recycling, and reuse of 
solid waste. A 2003 survey of California's composting infrastructure shows that there are 170 
permitted composting facilities that process 10 million tons of organic materials annually. Of the 
8 million tons processed, 46 percent is used as alternative daily cover. In addition, California has 
achieved a statewide diversion rate of 47 percent. In spite of all these efforts, more than 39 
million tons of material was disposed of in landfills in 2003. Of the amount disposed in landfills, 
nearly 80 percent is organic material (paper, wood, green waste, food waste, etc.). 

Population has increased from 29.4 million residents in 1989 to 35.6 million residents in 2003. 
This equates to an average annual increase of 1.3 percent and is expected to continue increasing 
reaching 45.5 million by 2020 and 58.7 million by 2040. This increase will continue to burden 
the infrastructure in California, including the solid waste management system. Figure 1 
illustrates a trend of increasing per capita waste generation from a low of 3000 pounds per person 
per year in 1993 to 4250 pounds per person per year in 2003. Figure 1 also shows that the 
increasing diversion rate has paralleled the increasing per capita waste generation which results in 
the per capita disposal amount remaining fairly constant at 2200 pounds per person per year since 
1995. 

If a continued reduction in disposal of solid waste is to be realized, recycling efforts must 
increase and waste prevention efforts that involve changing the way goods are produced and 
packaged must continue to expand. Another option to reduce the amount of material disposed of 
in landfills is to convert this valuable resource into energy, fuels, and other products. This can be 
accomplished by using non-combustion thermochemical, biochemical, or physicochemical 
methods. For example, the 31 million tons of organic materials currently landfilled annually 
contains the equivalent energy of more than 60 million barrels of crude oil or could support 2500 
MW of electrical power 
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packaged must continue to expand.  Another option to reduce the amount of material disposed of 
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As directed by the Legislature, the CIWMB embarked on a research endeavor to determine what 
technologies would be best suited for materials that have traditionally been landfilled while at the 
same time ensuring that the existing recycling and composting infrastructure is maintained 

Figure 1— Per capita waste generation, diversion, and disposal in California 
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Assembly Bill 2770, Chapter 740, Statutes of 2002, was signed by Governor Davis in September 
2002. This bill required the CIWMB to research and evaluate new and emerging non-combustion 
thermal, chemical, and biological technologies and submit a report to the Legislature. 

AB 2770 required that the report must contain the following: 

1. Specific and discrete definitions and descriptions of each conversion technology 
evaluated. 

2. A description and evaluation of the lifecycle environmental and public health impacts of 
each conversion technology in comparison to those environmental and public health 
impacts from the transformation and disposal of solid waste. 

3. A description and evaluation of the technical performance characteristics, feedstocks, 
emissions, and residues used by each conversion technology and identification of the 
cleanest, least polluting conversion technology. 

4. A description and evaluation of the impacts on recycling and composting markets as a 
result of each conversion technology. 
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As directed by the Legislature, the CIWMB embarked on a research endeavor to determine what 
technologies would be best suited for materials that have traditionally been landfilled while at the 
same time ensuring that the existing recycling and composting infrastructure is maintained 
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Legislative Requirement 
Assembly Bill 2770, Chapter 740, Statutes of 2002, was signed by Governor Davis in September 
2002.  This bill required the CIWMB to research and evaluate new and emerging non-combustion 
thermal, chemical, and biological technologies and submit a report to the Legislature. 

AB 2770 required that the report must contain the following: 

1. Specific and discrete definitions and descriptions of each conversion technology 
evaluated. 

2. A description and evaluation of the lifecycle environmental and public health impacts of 
each conversion technology in comparison to those environmental and public health 
impacts from the transformation and disposal of solid waste. 

3. A description and evaluation of the technical performance characteristics, feedstocks, 
emissions, and residues used by each conversion technology and identification of the 
cleanest, least polluting conversion technology. 

4. A description and evaluation of the impacts on recycling and composting markets as a 
result of each conversion technology. 
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The CIWMB contracted with the University of California, Riverside's Bourne College of 
Engineering, Center for Environmental Research & Technology to conduct an analysis of 
conversion technology processes and products. The CIWMB also contracted with RTI, 
International to conduct life cycle and market impact analyses of conversion technologies. Their 
reports to the CIWMB serve as the major source of information for the CIWMB Conversion 
Technology Report to the Legislature. 

Conversion Pathways 
Conversion of organic material can be accomplished by utilizing thermochemical and 
biochemical pathways. These pathways are described below. 

Thermochemical Conversion 

Thermochemical conversion processes utilize higher temperatures and have higher conversion 
rates when compared to other conversion pathways. Thermochemical conversion pathways 
include processes such as pyrolysis, gasification, and combustion. Each process can operate 
within a specific temperature range and operating pressure. Pyrolysis and gasification 
technologies are not new technologies, having been used for coal since the early 20th  Century. 
While the application of these technologies to solid waste feedstocks is new and emerging in 
California, these are not unproven technologies in other parts of the world such as Japan and 
Europe. 

Pyrolysis 

Pyrolysis is a process that produces pyrolytic oils and fuel gases that can be used directly as 
boiler fuel or refined for higher quality uses such as engine fuels, chemicals, adhesives, and other 
products. Solid residues from pyrolysis contain most of the inorganic portion of the feedstock as 
well as large amounts of solid carbon or char. Pyrolysis typically occurs at temperatures in the 
range of 750 — 1500°  F and thermochemically degrades the feedstock without the addition of air 
or oxygen. Because air or oxygen is not intentionally introduced or used in the reaction, pyrolysis 
requires thermal energy which is typically applied indirectly by thermal conduction through the 
walls of the containment reactor. The reactor is usually filled with an inert gas to aid in heat 
transfer from the reactor walls and to provide a transport medium for removal of the gaseous 
products. 

The composition of the pyrolytic product can be changed by the temperature, speed of process, 
and rate of heat transfer. Lower pyrolysis temperatures usually produce more liquid products and 
higher temperatures produce more gases. Slow pyrolysis can be used to maximize the yield of 
solid char and is commonly used to make charcoal from wood feedstock. Fast or "flash" 
pyrolysis is a process that uses a shorter exposure time to temperatures of approximately 930°F. 
Typical exposure times for fast pyrolysis are less than one second. Rapid quenching of pyrolytic 
decomposition products is used to "freeze" the decomposition products and condense the liquids 
before they become low molecular weight gaseous products. This process results in a product 
that is up to 80 percent liquid by weight. 

Gases produced during the pyrolysis reaction can be utilized in a separate reaction chamber to 
produce thermal energy. The thermal energy can be used to produce steam for electricity 
production, can be used to heat the pyrolytic reaction chamber, or dry the feedstock entering the 
reaction chamber. If pyrolytic gases are combusted to produce electricity, emission control 
equipment will be needed to meet regulatory standards. 
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While the application of these technologies to solid waste feedstocks is new and emerging in 
California, these are not unproven technologies in other parts of the world such as Japan and 
Europe. 
 
Pyrolysis 

Pyrolysis is a process that produces pyrolytic oils and fuel gases that can be used directly as 
boiler fuel or refined for higher quality uses such as engine fuels, chemicals, adhesives, and other 
products.  Solid residues from pyrolysis contain most of the inorganic portion of the feedstock as 
well as large amounts of solid carbon or char.  Pyrolysis typically occurs at temperatures in the 
range of 750 – 1500o F and thermochemically degrades the feedstock without the addition of air 
or oxygen.  Because air or oxygen is not intentionally introduced or used in the reaction, pyrolysis 
requires thermal energy which is typically applied indirectly by thermal conduction through the 
walls of the containment reactor.  The reactor is usually filled with an inert gas to aid in heat 
transfer from the reactor walls and to provide a transport medium for removal of the gaseous 
products.   

The composition of the pyrolytic product can be changed by the temperature, speed of process, 
and rate of heat transfer.  Lower pyrolysis temperatures usually produce more liquid products and 
higher temperatures produce more gases.  Slow pyrolysis can be used to maximize the yield of 
solid char and is commonly used to make charcoal from wood feedstock.  Fast or “flash” 
pyrolysis is a process that uses a shorter exposure time to temperatures of approximately 930oF.  
Typical exposure times for fast pyrolysis are less than one second.  Rapid quenching of pyrolytic 
decomposition products is used to “freeze” the decomposition products and condense the liquids 
before they become low molecular weight gaseous products.  This process results in a product 
that is up to 80 percent liquid by weight. 

Gases produced during the pyrolysis reaction can be utilized in a separate reaction chamber to 
produce thermal energy.  The thermal energy can be used to produce steam for electricity 
production, can be used to heat the pyrolytic reaction chamber, or dry the feedstock entering the 
reaction chamber.  If pyrolytic gases are combusted to produce electricity, emission control 
equipment will be needed to meet regulatory standards. 
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Gasification 

Gasification typically refers to the conversion of feedstock materials by either direct or indirect 
heating, depending on the specific configuration of the gasification system. While gasification 
processes vary considerably, typical gasifiers operate from 1300°F and higher and from 
atmospheric pressure to five atmospheres or higher. The process is optimized to produce fuel 
gases (methane and lighter hydrocarbons) and synthetic gases (carbon monoxide, hydrogen), 
hence the term gasification. The product fuel gases can be used in internal and external 
combustion engines and fuel cells. Synthetic gases can be used to produce methanol, ethanol, and 
other fuel liquids and chemicals. Figure 2 is a diagram of a typical gasification system. 

Figure 2. Gasification Diagram 
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An important aspect of gasification is that the chemical reactions can be controlled for the 
production of different products. The gases produced by gasification can be cleaned to remove 
any unwanted particulates and compounds and then used as fuel in internal or external 
combustion engines or fuel cells. 

Assembly Bill 2770 included the following definition for gasification in the Public Resources 
Code: 

40117. "Gasification" means a technology that uses a noncombustion thermal process to 
convert solid waste to a clean burning fuel for the purpose of generating electricity, and that, at 
minimum, meets all of the following criteria: 

(a) The technology does not use air or oxygen in the conversion process, except ambient air to 
maintain temperature control. 

(b) The technology produces no discharges of air contaminants or emissions, including 
greenhouse gases, as defined in subdivision (g) of Section 42801.1 of the Health and Safety Code. 
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(c) The technology produces no discharges to surface or ground waters of the state. 

(d) The technology produces no hazardous waste. 

(e) To the maximum extent feasible, the technology removes all recyclable materials and 
marketable green waste compostable materials from the solid waste stream prior to the 
conversion process and the owner or operator of the facility certifies that those materials will be 
recycled or composted. 

) The facility where the technology is used is in compliance with all applicable laws, 
regulations, and ordinances. 

(g) The facility certifies to the board that any local agency sending solid waste to the facility is 
in compliance with this division and has reduced, recycled, or composted solid waste to the 
maximum extent feasible, and the board makes a finding that the local agency has diverted at 
least 30 percent of all solid waste through source reduction, recycling, and composting. 

The University of California researchers and other external stakeholders have identified technical 
inaccuracies with this definition. For example, gasification technologies do use air or oxygen in 
its process. Under the existing definition for gasification, processes that gasify waste to produce 
clean burning fuels or chemicals for uses other than for electricity production would not be 
considered gasification and would still be considered "transformation." The provision that only 
allows the use of ambient air for temperature control precludes the use of heated air on the 
feedstock. The use of heated air is a common method in combined heat and power systems to 
improve the overall energy conversion efficiency. Furthermore, this definition does not guarantee 
superior environmental performance and may lead to less efficient energy conversion systems. 

Plasma Arc 

Plasma arc technology is a heating method that can be used in both pyrolysis and gasification 
systems. This technology was developed for the metals industry in the late 19th  century. Plasma 
arc technology uses very high temperatures to break down the feedstock into elemental 
byproducts. 

Plasma is a collection of free-moving electrons and ions that is typically formed by applying a 
large voltage across a gas volume at reduced or atmospheric pressure. When the voltage is high 
enough, and the gas pressure low enough, electrons in the gas molecules break away and flow 
towards the positive side of the applied voltage. The gas molecules (losing one or more electrons) 
become positively charged ions that are capable of transporting an electric current and generating 
heat when the electrons drop to a stable state and release energy. This is the same phenomenon 
that creates lightning. 

Plasma arc devices or 'plasma torches' can be one of two types, 1) the transferred torch and 2) the 
non-transferred torch. The transferred torch creates an electric field between an electrode (the tip 
of the torch) and the reactor wall or conducting slag bath. When the field strength is sufficiently 
high, an electric arc is created between the electrode and reactor (much like an automotive spark-
plug). The non-transferred torch creates the electric arc internal to the torch and sends a process 
gas (such as air, or nitrogen) through the arc where it is heated and then leaves the torch as a hot 
gas. 

Very high temperatures are created in the ionized plasma (the plasma can reach temperatures of 
7000° F and above; the non-ionized gases in the reactor chamber can reach 1700-2200° F; and the 
molten slag is typically around 3000° F). For applications in processing MSW, the intense heat 
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actually breaks up the molecular structure of the organic material to produce simpler gaseous 
molecules such as carbon monoxide (CO), hydrogen (H2), and carbon dioxide (CO2). The 
inorganic material is vitrified to form a glassy residue. A main disadvantage of the plasma arc 
systems used in power generation is that a large fraction of the generated electricity is required to 
operate the plasma torches, which reduces net electrical output of the facility. 

Catalytic Cracking 

Catalytic cracking is a thermochemical conversion process that uses catalysts to accelerate the 
breakdown of polymers such as plastics into its basic unit called a monomer. The monomers can 
then be processed using typical cracking methods, often used in oil refinery operations, to 
produce fuels such as low-sulfur diesel and gasoline. 

Combustion 

Combustion is the thermal destruction, in an oxygen-rich environment, of solid waste for the 
generation of heat and subsequent energy production. Combustion and incineration differ in the 
sense that the goal of combustion is the production of heat and energy. The goal of incineration 
is simple volume reduction of the waste without recovery of useful energy. Flame temperatures 
for combustion and incineration range from 1500 to 3000°F. 

Biochemical Conversion 
Biochemical conversion processes such as anaerobic digestion and fermentation occur at lower 
temperatures and have lower reaction rates than thermochemical technologies. Higher moisture 
feedstocks are generally better candidates for biochemical processes. Non-biodegradable 
feedstocks such as plastics and metals are not suitable feedstocks for biochemical conversion and 
are not converted. Applying biochemical processes to MSW as a pre-treatment step before it is 
landfilled can reduce both the volume of material being landfilled and the production of leachate 
while at the same time extracting the embodied energy value from the feedstock prior to 
landfilling. 

There are a large number of anaerobic digestion facilities operating in Europe and Canada that 
utilize unsorted MSW as a feedstock. As a result, there is more experience and information 
available from anaerobic digestion processes. Fermentation processes for the production of 
ethanol from MSW have not matured to the extent that anaerobic digestion has and available 
information is only theoretical in nature. 

Anaerobic Digestion 

Anaerobic digestion is the bacterial breakdown of biodegradeable organic material in the absence 
of oxygen and can occur over a wide temperature range from 50° to 160°F. The temperature of 
the reaction has a very strong influence on the anaerobic activity, but there are two optimal 
temperature ranges in which microbial activity and biogas production rates are highest, 
mesophilic and thermophilic temperature ranges. Mesophilic systems operate at temperatures 
around 95°F and the thermophilic systems operate at a temperature around 130°F. Operation at 
thermophilic temperature allows for shorter retention time and a higher biogas production rate, 
however, maintaining the high temperature generally requires an outside heat source because 
anaerobic bacteria do not generate sufficient heat. These biological processes produces a gas 
principally composed of methane (CH4) and carbon dioxide (CO2) but also has impurities such as 
hydrogen sulfide (H2S). This gas is produced from feedstocks such as sewage sludge, livestock 
manure, and other wet organic materials. 

The process of anaerobic digestion typically consists of three steps and are shown in Figure 3: 
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1. Decomposition of plant or animal matter by bacteria into molecules such as sugar 
(hydrolysis) 

2. Conversion of decomposed matter to organic acids (acetogenesis) 

3. Organic acid conversion to methane gas (methanogenesis) 

The molecular structure of the biodegradable portion of the waste that contains proteins and 
carbohydrates is first broken down through hydrolysis. The lipids are converted to volatile fatty 
acids and amino acids. Carbohydrates and proteins are hydrolyzed to sugars and amino acids. In 
acetogenesis, acid forming bacteria use these byproducts to generate intermediary products such 
as propionate and butyrate. Further microbial action results in the degradation of these 
intermediary products into hydrogen and acetate. Methanogenic bacteria consume the hydrogen 
and acetate to produce methane and carbon dioxide. 

Anaerobic processes can occur naturally or in a controlled environment such as a biogas plant. In 
controlled environments, organic materials such as sewage sludge and other relatively wet 
organic materials, along with various types of bacteria, are put in an airtight container called a 
digester where the process occurs. Depending on the waste feedstock and the system design, 
biogas is typically 55 to 75 percent pure methane, although state-of-the-art systems report 
producing biogas that is more than 95 percent pure methane. Biogas can be used as fuel for 
engines, gas turbines, fuel cells, boilers, industrial heaters, other processes, and the manufacturing 
of chemicals (with emissions and impacts commensurate with those from natural gas feedstocks). 

Anaerobic digester systems can be categorized according to whether the system uses a single 
reactor stage or multiple reactors. In single stage systems, the essential reactions occur 
simultaneously in a single vessel. With two-stage or multi-stage reactors, the reactions take place 
sequentially in at least two reactors. 
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Figure 3. Anaerobic Digestion Pathways 
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Single Stage Anaerobic Digestion 

Single stage systems, as shown in Figure 4, are generally simpler to operate, have fewer 
components for maintenance or failure, and have smaller capital costs. Single-stage systems can 
be further classified into low-solids or high-solids systems. Feedstock material for single-stage 
low solids systems are usually pulped and slurried to a consistency of less than 15 percent total 
solids (TS). Though conceptually simple, there are certain drawbacks to single stage wet systems 
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including extensive pretreatment, higher water consumption and potentially high energy 
requirements to operate the system. A single-stage high solids system has a TS ranging from 20 
to 40 percent. The high-solids system has several advantages of a low-solids system including 
being more robust and flexible regarding acceptance of rocks, glass, metals, plastics, and wood 
pieces in the reactor. These materials are not biodegradable and won't contribute to biogas 
production but they generally can pass through the reactor without affecting conversion of the 
biomass components. The only pretreatment required is removal of the larger pieces (greater than 
2 inches) and minimal dilution with water to keep solids content in the desired range. 

Figure 4. High Solids Single Stage Digester Designs (A— Dranco, B— Kompogas, C-
Valorga) Adapted from Mata-Alvarez, J. (2003) 
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Two-stage reactors, as shown in Figure 5, separate the hydrolysis stage from the acetogenesis and 
methanogenesis stages and have the potential to increase the rate of methane production and the 
amount of overall biodegradation of the feedstock by separating and optimizing the different 
steps of the biochemical process. 

The purpose for separating the biochemical process is because the different stages have different 
optimal conditions. Typically two-stage processes attempt to optimize the hydrolysis reactions in 
the first stage where the rate is limited by hydrolysis of cellulose. The second stage is optimized 
for acetogenesis and methanogenesis where the rate in this stage is limited by microbial growth 
rate. With multi-staging, it is possible to increase the hydrolysis rate by applying a 
microaerophilic process. This process uses minimal air to allow some aerobic organisms to break 
down some of the lignin which makes more cellulose available for hydrolysis. The air would 
inhibit the methanogenic organisms if they were present as they would be in a single stage 
reactor. 

One unique example of a two-stage digestion system that uses a watery system for separation and 
biological treatment of waste is Arrow Ecology's ArrowBio Process. The system uses an Upflow 
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Anaerobic Sludge Blanket (UASB) method of digestion which produces biogas, digester culture 
(solids to be used as soil conditioners) and source separated non-degradable substances for further 
recycling. 

Where this system differs from conventional two-stage anaerobic digestion systems lies in its 
ability to use the inherent moisture content from MSW to aid in mechanical separation of non-
degradable solids and to produce the slurry necessary to further process the organic residuals.  
Contrary to conventional systems, no water or energy inputs are needed which creates a more 
efficient closed loop system for biogas and digestate production. 

 
Figure 5. Two-Stage Anaerobic Digestion System (high solids 1st stage, low solids 2nd 
stage) Adapted from Mata-Alvarez, J. (2003) 
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of the feedstock, but yields less pentose, which are sugars that contain five carbon atoms, and 
releases more material that can inhibit the fermentation process. 

The ideal pretreatment process would have these attributes: 

• Produce reactive fiber 

• Yield pentoses in non-degraded form 

• Yield no fermentation inhibitors 

• Require little or no size reduction 

• Require moderate size and cost reactors 

• Produce no solid residues 

• Simple process 

• Effective with low moisture feedstocks 

In dilute-acid hydrolysis, biomass that has been chopped or pulverized is treated in a dilute acid 
medium. Most current dilute acid hydrolysis processes utilize two stages (Figure 6), one 
optimized for the hemicellulose component and the other a more severe stage for the cellulose. 
Cellulose is more difficult to hydrolyze because much of it is bound up in a structural matrix that 
includes lignin and cellulose. Process temperatures are typically near 464°F which by itself is a 
form of hydrothermal hydrolysis. The use of dilute acid hydrolysis is the oldest technology for 
converting biomass into its component sugars for subsequent fermentation to ethanol. 

Figure 6. Typical two-stage dilute acid hydrolysis fermentation. 
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Concentrated-acid hydrolysis (Figure 7) uses concentrated sulfuric acid to decrystallize the 
cellulose followed by dilute acid hydrolysis. Critical operations include separation of sugar from 
acid and acid recovery with re-concentration.  The concentrated acid process includes a step to 
separate the acid-sugar stream through a separation column that yields a 25 percent concentrated 
acid stream and a 12 to 15 percent concentrated sugar stream. The sugar recovery can be up to 95 
percent, whereas the acid recovery is typically about 98 percent. The recovered acid is 
concentrated and reused. The sugar stream, which contains no more than 1 percent acid, can then 
be fermented. Concentrated acid hydrolysis releases more compounds that inhibit fermentation.   

Figure 7.  Concentrated acid hydrolysis fermentation. (Adapted from 
http://www.ott.doe.gov/biofuels/concentrated.html) 
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Ethanol production using enzymatic hydrolysis uses enzymes derived from common fungi. 
Research has been directed at improving cost and performance of cellulase (a substance used to 
breakdown cellulose) and is ongoing worldwide at both public and private research institutions 
such as the National Renewable Energy Laboratory, a subcontractor for the CIWMB 's Lifecycle 
and Market Impact Study. Improvements in enzymatic hydrolysis are expected which will make 
ethanol production from cellulosic biomass competitive with that produced by the starch/sugar 
platform. 

Hydrothermal hydrolysis processes include the relatively simple hot-compressed water (HCW), 
as well as steam explosion and supercritical water techniques. The ionic properties of water 
change with the temperature, and reach the maximum value at around 480°F. Therefore, HCW 
conducted at around 480°F is considered optimal for this method of hydrolysis. Steam explosion 
involves pressurizing the biomass with steam for a period followed by rapid depressurization. The 
result is a lignocellulosic mulch with much more of the cellulose exposed and more accessible to 
hydrolysis in neutral and/or acidic or alkali solvents. 

Fermentation of biomass material into ethanol is fully commercial for sugar and starch based 
feedstocks such as corn and sugar cane but it is not yet commercial for cellulosic biomass because 
of the high expense or low sugar yields from the hydrolysis process and is the subject of intense 
research. The biodegradable fraction of most MSW streams contains significant amounts of 
cellulosic biomass (for example, paper, woody residues, yard wastes, and some food waste) that 
are more difficult than starch and sugars to convert to ethanol. Systems that propose to use post-
recycled MSW for fermentation feedstock rely on the expectation that the feed material has a 
tipping fee associated with it. 

Fermentation by yeast to ethanol is well established for sugar and starch based feedstocks such as 
sugar cane and corn. Cellulosic feedstock material must be hydrolyzed to break the cellulose and 
hemicellulose polymers into simple sugars which are fermentable by yeasts. As with anaerobic 
digestion to biogas, lignin cannot be hydrolyzed or fermented but may be a good feedstock for 
thermochemical processes or typical biomass to energy processes. 

Once the cellulose has been hydrolyzed, and conditions made favorable (e.g., pH and temperature 
adjusted), ethanol is produced from microbial fermentation. A variety of microorganisms, 
generally bacteria, yeast, or fungi, ferment carbohydrates to ethanol under anaerobic conditions. 
Ethanol inhibits microbial growth, essentially halting the process when ethanol concentration is 
near 12 percent. Ethanol must be separated from the fermentation broth and concentrated by 
conventional distillation technology and dehydrated to yield fuel grade ethanol. The remaining 
liquid broth is recycled or sent to a wastewater treatment facility for appropriate management. 

Current Status 
Much of the development and deployment of conversion technologies has occurred in Japan, 
Germany, and the United Kingdom with over 50 thermochemical facilities and over 80 anaerobic 
digestion facilities that use MSW as a feedstock. 

Thermochemical Conversion 
A large number of gasification and pyrolysis technologies have been developed and demonstrated 
on levels from laboratory scale through pilot and fully commercial scale. Coal remains the 
predominant feedstock that is gasified, but the commercialization of gasification for waste is 
growing. In general, most of the commercially identified pyrolysis and gasification facilities are 
operational at levels between 100 and 500 tons per day (TPD) capacity. Over 50 pyrolysis or 
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gasification facilities commercially processing MSW were identified. The four largest facilities 
alone represent processing capacities of more than 2.5 million tons of MSW each year. Table 1 
lists all the commercially active pyrolysis facilities that use MSW as a feedstock. Table 2 lists all 
commercially active gasification facilities using MSW as a feedstock. 

The use of pyrolysis and gasification for MSW has occurred mostly in Japan where landfill space 
and resources are limited. In examining the three largest suppliers in Japan, the capacities of their 
plants represent more than two million tons of material each year, with additional plants being 
planned. Much of this capacity has been installed in the past five years. Japan is currently the 
leader in the use of pyrolysis systems for MSW. 

Table 1. Commercially Active Pyrolysis Facilities using MSW 

Location Company Began 
Operation MSW Capacity 

Toyohashi City, Japan 
Aichi Prefecture 

Mitsui Babcock March 2002 2 x 220 TPD 
77 TPD bulky waste facility 

Hamm, Germany Techtrade 2002 353 TPD 

Koga Seibu, Japan 
Fukuoka Prefecture 

Mitsui Babcock January 2003 2 x 143 TPD 
No bulky waste facility 

Yame Seibu, Japan 
Fukuoka Prefecture 

Mitsui Babcock March 2000 2 x 121TPD 
55 TPD bulky waste facility 

Izumo, Japan Thidde/Hitachi 2003 70,000 TPY 

Nishi !burl, Japan 
Hokkaido Prefecture 

Mitsui Babcock March 2003 2 x 115 TPD 
63 TPD bulky waste facility 

Kokubu, Japan Takuma 2003 2 x 89 TPD 

Kyouhoku, Japan 
Prefecture 

Mitsui Babcock January 2003 2 x 88 TPD 
No bulky waste facility 

Ebetsu City, Japan 
Hokkaido Prefecture 

Mitsui Babcock November 2002 2 x 77 TPD 
38 TPD bulky waste facility 

Oshima, Hokkaido Is., Japan Takuma 2 x 66 TPD 

Burgau, Germany Technip/Waste 
 Gen 1987 40,000 TPY 

Itoigawa, Japan Thidde/Hitachi 2002 25,000 TPY 

Table 2. Commercially Active Gasification Facilities using MSW 

Location Company Began 
Operation MSW Capacity 

SVZ, Germany Envirotherm 2001 275,000 tpy 

Karlsuhe, Germany Thermoselect/JFE 2001 792 tpd 

Ibaraki, Japan Nippon Steel 1980 500 tpd 

Aomori, Japan Ebara 2001 500 tpd (ASR) 

Kawaguchi, Japan Ebara 2002 475 tpd 

Akita, Japan Nippon Steel 2002 440 tpd 
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Location Company Began 
Operation MSW Capacity 

large 
especially 

Oita, Japan Nippon Steel 2003 428 tpd 

Chiba, Japan Thermoselect/JFE 2001 330 tpd 

Ibaraki #2, Japan Nippon Steel 1996 332 tpd 

Utashinai City, Japan Hitachi Metals 300 tpd 

Kagawa, Japan Hitachi Zosen 2004 300 tpd 

Nagareyama, Japan Ebara 2004 229 tpd 

Narashino City, Japan Nippon Steel 2002 222 tpd 

Itoshima-Kumiai, Jp Nippon Steel 2000 220 tpd 

Kazusa, Japan Nippon Steel 2002 220 tpd 

Ube City, Japan Ebara 2002 218 tpd 

Sakata, Japan Ebara 2002 217 tpd 

Kagawatobu-Kumiai,Jp Nippon Steel 1997 216 tpd 

Lizuka City, Japan Nippon Steel 1998 198 tpd 

Tajimi City, Japan Nippon Steel 2003 188 tpd 

Chuno Union, Japan Ebara 2003 186 tpd 

Genkai Envir. Union, Jp Nippon Steel 2003 176 tpd 

labarki #3, Japan Nippon Steel 1999 166 tpd 

Ishikawa, Japan Hitachi-Zosen 2003 160 tpd 

Kocki West Envir., Jp Nippon Steel 2002 154 tpd 

Nara, Japan Hitachi-Zosen 2001 150 tpd 

Toyokama Union, Jp Nippon Steel 2003 144 tpd 

Mutsu, Japan Thermoselect/JFE 2003 140 tpd 

Minami-Shinshu, Japan Ebara 2003 155 tpd 

lryu-Kumiai, Japan Nippon Steel 1997 132 tpd 

Maki-machi-kumiai,Jp Nippon Steel 2002 132 tpd 

Kamaishi, Japan Nippon Steel 1979 110 tpd 

Takizawa, Japan Nippon Steel 2002 110 tpd 

Seino Waste, Japan Nippon Steel 2004 99 tpd 

Kameyama, Japan Nippon Steel 2000 88 tpd 

Nagasaki, Japan Hitachi Zosen 2003 58 tpd 

Aalen, Germany PKA 2001 27,000 tpy 

Gifu, Japan Hitachi Zosen 1998 33 tpd 

Bristol, UK Compact Power 2002 9,000 tpy 

Some 
however, 
market 

stakeholders have characterized gasification and pyrolysis as unproven technologies, 
Table 1 and Table 2 provides evidence to the contrary. Given the potentially 

size and the rapid progress toward commercialization during the past five years, 
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Some stakeholders have characterized gasification and pyrolysis as unproven technologies, 
however, Table 1 and Table 2 provides evidence to the contrary.  Given the potentially large 
market size and the rapid progress toward commercialization during the past five years, especially 
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the technology appears to be well on its way to technological maturity in terms of 
reliability, and environmental performance. 

thermochemical conversion facilities have experienced technical or financial problems 
course of operation or commissioning. A facility in Furth, Germany experienced 

problems that culminated in a serious accident at the site. The accident was 
due to a plug of waste that formed in the pyrolysis chamber that resulted in an 

and escape of pyrolysis gas. European sources indicate that the problem was the 
processing full size mattresses, an issue that has been resolved in newer versions of the 

by addition of an up-front shredder. A facility in Karlsruhe, Germany, had problems 
to considerable delays in commissioning. The 792 TPD facility was finally commissioned 
and appears to have operated since then. 

built by Brightstar Environmental in Wollongong, New South Wales, Australia has 
with the char gasification component of the process and corresponding financial 
with the plant. 

risks remain when using alternative thermochemical conversion technologies to 
heterogeneous and highly variable feedstocks such as post-recycled MSW. For this 

importance of feedstock preparation and pre-processing is vital to the successful 
of thermochemical technologies. 

Conversion 
capacity of anaerobic digestion facilities in Europe process more than 3000 TPY 

pre-sorted feedstock composed of at least 10 percent from municipal or 

had 

be 
organic waste. Many of these facilities co-digest with animal wastes and municipal 
sludges. In Spain, 13 large capacity plants, averaging 70,000 TPY, are projected to 
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shows development of installed capacity of MSW anaerobic digestion facilities in Europe 
1990 and 2004. The annual capacity growth rate is above 20 percent. Single-stage 
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in Japan, the technology appears to be well on its way to technological maturity in terms of 
efficiency, reliability, and environmental performance. 

Several thermochemical conversion facilities have experienced technical or financial problems 
during the course of operation or commissioning. A facility in Furth, Germany experienced 
considerable problems that culminated in a serious accident at the site. The accident was 
reportedly due to a plug of waste that formed in the pyrolysis chamber that resulted in an 
overpressure and escape of pyrolysis gas. European sources indicate that the problem was the 
result of processing full size mattresses, an issue that has been resolved in newer versions of the 
technology by addition of an up-front shredder.  A facility in Karlsruhe, Germany, had problems 
that led to considerable delays in commissioning. The 792 TPD facility was finally commissioned 
in 2001 and appears to have operated since then.  

A facility built by Brightstar Environmental in Wollongong, New South Wales, Australia has had 
problems with the char gasification component of the process and corresponding financial 
problems with the plant.  

Technological risks remain when using alternative thermochemical conversion technologies to 
process heterogeneous and highly variable feedstocks such as post-recycled MSW.  For this 
reason, the importance of feedstock preparation and pre-processing is vital to the successful 
deployment of thermochemical technologies.  

Biochemical Conversion 
The installed capacity of anaerobic digestion facilities in Europe process more than 3000 TPY 
using mandatory pre-sorted feedstock composed of at least 10 percent from municipal or 
commercial organic waste. Many of these facilities co-digest with animal wastes and municipal 
wastewater sludges. In Spain, 13 large capacity plants, averaging 70,000 TPY, are projected to be 
anaerobically treating nearly 7 percent of Spain’s biodegradable MSW by the end of 2004. 

For all of Europe, the installed capacity has grown from 1.1 million TPY in 2000 and is projected 
to be 2.8 million TPY in 2004, an increase of more than 250 percent in four years.  Figure 8 
shows development of installed capacity of MSW anaerobic digestion facilities in Europe 
between 1990 and 2004. The annual capacity growth rate is above 20 percent. Single-stage 
anaerobic digesters account for approximately 92 percent of this installed AD capacity. 
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Anaerobic Digester Capacity Growth in Europe. 

There are several in-vessel digester projects proposed including a commercial scale facility for 
California State University — Fresno and a demonstration pilot scale facility currently under 
construction at the University of California, Davis, both using a design developed at UC Davis. 
Recent announcements indicate that Los Angeles and the City of Lancaster are investigating 
anaerobic digestion projects with Bioconverter LLC. The Coachella Valley Association of 
Governments, Riverside County and Waste Management Incorporated issued a solicitation for a 
conversion technology facility that would be co-located adjacent to a transfer station that will be 
constructed at the closed Edom Hill Landfill near Palm Springs, CA. The finalist selected was an 
anaerobic digestion vendor. The Sacramento Municipal Utility District is also exploring the 
construction of an anaerobic digestion facility to be located next to a materials recovery facility in 
Sacramento County. The facility would process post-MRF material for the production of 
electricity. 

Fermentation of biomass into ethanol is fully commercial for sugar and starch based feedstocks. It 
is not yet commercial for cellulosic biomass because of technical difficulties and cost, but this 
remains an active area of research and development. There are several facilities that are being 
commissioned. The Masada OxyNol process is permitted and expected to begin construction soon 
in Middletown, NY. This facility is permitted for 230,000 TPY of MSW and 71,000 bone dry 
TPY of biosolids with an expected annual output of 8.5 million gallons of ethanol. A facility is 
also planned by Genahol Inc. in Grove City, OH. The facility will be designed for a 275,000 TPY 
capacity and will process cellulosic and other biomass components of MSW. The annual yield is 
expected to be ten million gallons of ethanol. Other examples of cellulosic biomass to ethanol 
commercialization efforts include Iogen in Canada, BCI in Louisiana, and Arkenol with a plant in 
Japan. Initially, feedstocks in these ventures are intended to be agricultural and wood based 
residues, not the cellulosic fraction of MSW. 

Other California Jurisdiction Efforts 
In addition to those agencies listed above, a number of other jurisdictions have undertaken efforts 
regarding conversion technologies. The following is a list of those jurisdictions and their current 
efforts: 
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There are several in-vessel digester projects proposed including a commercial scale facility for 
California State University – Fresno and a demonstration pilot scale facility currently under 
construction at the University of California, Davis, both using a design developed at UC Davis. 
Recent announcements indicate that Los Angeles and the City of Lancaster are investigating 
anaerobic digestion projects with Bioconverter LLC. The Coachella Valley Association of 
Governments, Riverside County and Waste Management Incorporated issued a solicitation for a 
conversion technology facility that would be co-located adjacent to a transfer station that will be 
constructed at the closed Edom Hill Landfill near Palm Springs, CA.  The finalist selected was an 
anaerobic digestion vendor.  The Sacramento Municipal Utility District is also exploring the 
construction of an anaerobic digestion facility to be located next to a materials recovery facility in 
Sacramento County.  The facility would process post-MRF material for the production of 
electricity. 

Fermentation of biomass into ethanol is fully commercial for sugar and starch based feedstocks. It 
is not yet commercial for cellulosic biomass because of technical difficulties and cost, but this 
remains an active area of research and development.  There are several facilities that are being 
commissioned. The Masada OxyNol process is permitted and expected to begin construction soon 
in Middletown, NY. This facility is permitted for 230,000 TPY of MSW and 71,000 bone dry 
TPY of biosolids with an expected annual output of 8.5 million gallons of ethanol. A facility is 
also planned by Genahol Inc. in Grove City, OH. The facility will be designed for a 275,000 TPY 
capacity and will process cellulosic and other biomass components of MSW. The annual yield is 
expected to be ten million gallons of ethanol. Other examples of cellulosic biomass to ethanol 
commercialization efforts include Iogen in Canada, BCI in Louisiana, and Arkenol with a plant in 
Japan. Initially, feedstocks in these ventures are intended to be agricultural and wood based 
residues, not the cellulosic fraction of MSW. 

Other California Jurisdiction Efforts 
In addition to those agencies listed above, a number of other jurisdictions have undertaken efforts 
regarding conversion technologies.  The following is a list of those jurisdictions and their current 
efforts: 
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City of Alameda: 

The City of Alameda Power & Telecom conducted a two-year study of municipal gasification for 
the production of electricity. The City's Public Utilities Board voted unanimously to reject 
gasification as an alternative means to generate electricity in spite of the contractor's 
recommendations to . 

Kings County Waste Management Authority: 

The Kings County Waste Management Authority was working with Plastic Energy LLC to site 
and construct a catalytic cracking facility adjacent to the Authority's MRF. The catalytic 
cracking facility would use plastic resins #4 though #7 to produce a low-sulfur diesel. The San 
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District issued permit to commence construction of the 
facility. Permits for construction were subsequently rescinded after questions regarding 
emissions were asked. The project proponent, Plastic Energy LLC, is working with the air 
pollution control district regarding emissions data and will likely seek new construction permits. 
In addition, the project proponent will be initiating outreach efforts to the local citizens. 

County of Santa Barbara: 

The County of Santa Barbara has undertaken a very thorough analysis of conversion 
technologies. The County issued a Request for Information from a large number of companies 
and subsequently developed a short-list of seven vendors. This list consists of one gasification 
vendor, three anaerobic digestion vendors, one hydrolysis/fermentation vendor and one Refuse 
Derived Fuel vendor. A letter was sent to the seven vendors which states they must provide air 
quality data that meets certain requirements which are currently being developed by the Santa 
Barbara County Air Pollution Control District (APCD). If the data is not available, the vendors 
will be required to conduct source tests that a) use MSW from Santa Barbara in one of their 
comparable facilities; b) follow testing protocol to be established by the APCD; and c) are 
overseen by and conducted at the direction of the APCD. 

County of Los Angeles: 

The County of Los Angeles Integrated Waste Management Task Force formed an Alternative 
Technology Advisory Subcommittee consisting of representatives from local government, 
CIWMB, facility operators, consultants, and experts in the field of alternative technologies. The 
County contracted with URS Corporation to identify suitable vendors for the siting and 
construction of at least one 100 ton per day pilot conversion facility. Tours of area MRFs and 
transfer stations are also being conducted. URS is also developing a public information program 
that would be used to inform County residents regarding conversion technologies. 

City of Los Angeles: 

The City of Los Angeles contracted with URS Corporation to conduct an in-depth report on 
alternative technologies to landfills. The report will be completed in March 2005. 

Feedstocks 
According to the 2003 waste characterization study conducted by the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board organic materials make up just over 30% of the waste stream in California. 
Although this is slightly less than what was reported from the 1999 waste characterization, 
organics materials are still the largest category of material being landfilled. Organic materials 
such as paper, cardboard, plastic, food waste, and green waste may be excellent feedstock for use 
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City of Alameda: 

The City of Alameda Power & Telecom conducted a two-year study of municipal gasification for 
the production of electricity.  The City’s Public Utilities Board voted unanimously to reject 
gasification as an alternative means to generate electricity in spite of the contractor’s 
recommendations to . 

Kings County Waste Management Authority:  

The Kings County Waste Management Authority was working with Plastic Energy LLC to site 
and construct a catalytic cracking facility adjacent to the Authority’s MRF.  The catalytic 
cracking facility would use plastic resins #4 though #7 to produce a low-sulfur diesel.  The San 
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District issued permit to commence construction of the 
facility.  Permits for construction were subsequently rescinded after questions regarding 
emissions were asked.  The project proponent, Plastic Energy LLC, is working with the air 
pollution control district regarding emissions data and will likely seek new construction permits.  
In addition, the project proponent will be initiating outreach efforts to the local citizens. 

County of Santa Barbara: 

The County of Santa Barbara has undertaken a very thorough analysis of conversion 
technologies.  The County issued a Request for Information from a large number of companies 
and subsequently developed a short-list of seven vendors.  This list consists of one gasification 
vendor, three anaerobic digestion vendors, one hydrolysis/fermentation vendor and one Refuse 
Derived Fuel vendor.  A letter was sent to the seven vendors which states they must provide air 
quality data that meets certain requirements which are currently being developed by the Santa 
Barbara County Air Pollution Control District (APCD).  If the data is not available, the vendors 
will be required to conduct source tests that a) use MSW from Santa Barbara in one of their 
comparable facilities; b) follow testing protocol to be established by the APCD; and c) are 
overseen by and conducted at the direction of the APCD. 

County of Los Angeles: 

The County of Los Angeles Integrated Waste Management Task Force formed an Alternative 
Technology Advisory Subcommittee consisting of representatives from local government, 
CIWMB, facility operators, consultants, and experts in the field of alternative technologies.  The 
County contracted with URS Corporation to identify suitable vendors for the siting and 
construction of at least one 100 ton per day pilot conversion facility.  Tours of area MRFs and 
transfer stations are also being conducted.  URS is also developing a public information program 
that would be used to inform County residents regarding conversion technologies. 

City of Los Angeles: 

The City of Los Angeles contracted with URS Corporation to conduct an in-depth report on 
alternative technologies to landfills.  The report will be completed in March 2005. 

Feedstocks 
According to the 2003 waste characterization study conducted by the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board organic materials make up just over 30% of the waste stream in California.  
Although this is slightly less than what was reported from the 1999 waste characterization, 
organics materials are still the largest category of material being landfilled.  Organic materials 
such as paper, cardboard, plastic, food waste, and green waste may be excellent feedstock for use 
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in conversion processes such as gasification, pyrolysis, fermentation, and anaerobic digestion. 
Some commentors have stated that there should be increased efforts to remove the organic 
fraction from the waste stream and recycle or compost the material. This is a desirable option but 
the material may be too contaminated to be effectively recycled or composted. This may be 
especially true for composting and the subsequent quality of the compost product. The CIWMB 
has funded a study to characterize the materials leaving a Materials Recovery Facility (MRF) and 
bound for a landfill. Information from this study can be used to evaluate the quality of the post- 
MRF material for recycling or composting. Information from this study will be available in early 
2006. 

Thermochemical processes can potentially convert all the organic portion of the waste stream that 
is currently going to landfill into heat and other useful products. Furthermore, because most 
thermochemical processes operate at elevated temperatures, the fate of trace inorganic elements, 
such as metals that may be present in MSW, needs to be considered in the process design. Further 
sorting and/or processing of post-MRF MSW would normally be conducted prior to thermal 
conversion to extract recyclable materials, reduce particle sizes to those compatible with the 
process, and dry the material if needed. Another element of the sorting process would be to 
remove, to the extent possible, materials such as PVC, batteries, or feedstocks with copper (Cu) 
that can contribute to the formation of toxic emissions. Metals, glass, and ash do not contribute 
substantially to energy value in thermochemical processing but may be substantially transformed 
due to the high temperatures involved. Unrecyclable plastics such as plastic resins 4 through 7 
may also be converted by thermochemical processing. 

Biochemical processes can convert only the biodegradable fraction of feedstocks. Metals, glass, 
mineral matter, and most of the current plastic stream will not be converted. Some of the newer 
plastics include biodegradable fractions or are fully biodegradable. The fraction of these plastics 
in the waste stream is currently very small but may increase over time. Higher-moisture 
feedstocks such as green waste or food waste are better suited for biochemical processes, partly 
because extra energy is required for drying before use in most thermochemical processes. 
Biochemical conversion technologies prefer source-separated green or food waste, or the biogenic 
fraction of mixed MSW after sorting. Some biochemical systems can accept unsorted MSW 
(shredded or crushed to appropriate size) in the reactor, though this is not optimal from the 
standpoint of material handling, reactor volume utilization and disposal or use of residuals. 

The 2003 waste characterization information was not available at the time the contractor studies 
were being conducted. As a result, all the numbers, tables, and graphs in this report are based on 
1999 waste characterization information. Paper and cardboard is the largest category of materials 
currently landfilled (on both a mass and energy basis) that could be processed by conversion 
technologies. Paper and cardboard material comprise 11 million tons or 30 percent of the 
materials currently landfilled. On an energy basis, however, paper/cardboard represents nearly 
half (44 percent) of the potential chemical energy in the waste stream. Although recycling of old 
corrugated containers (OCC) and old newspaper (ONP) materials is a well developed industry in 
California, the recycling rates for these components are still only 52 and 58 percent, respectively. 
The collection of materials is one issue with recycling of OCC and ONP, including the problem 
of capturing OCC from small businesses. Mixed paper is also recycled, though the value of mixed 
paper as a commodity has been historically relatively low. More recently, the export market, 
particularly to China, has resulted in significantly higher prices paid for mixed paper grades. 
Overall, the paper and cardboard recycling rate in California is only slightly higher than 30 
percent, or 4.5 million tons of material. Increase in demand for paper for recycling will depend 
upon new efforts by government and the private sector to utilize products made with a higher 
percentage of recycled paper content. 
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in conversion processes such as gasification, pyrolysis, fermentation, and anaerobic digestion.    
Some commentors have stated that there should be increased efforts to remove the organic 
fraction from the waste stream and recycle or compost the material.  This is a desirable option but 
the material may be too contaminated to be effectively recycled or composted.  This may be 
especially true for composting and the subsequent quality of the compost product.   The CIWMB 
has funded a study to characterize the materials leaving a Materials Recovery Facility (MRF) and 
bound for a landfill.  Information from this study can be used to evaluate the quality of the post-
MRF material for recycling or composting.  Information from this study will be available in early 
2006. 

Thermochemical processes can potentially convert all the organic portion of the waste stream that 
is currently going to landfill into heat and other useful products. Furthermore, because most 
thermochemical processes operate at elevated temperatures, the fate of trace inorganic elements, 
such as metals that may be present in MSW, needs to be considered in the process design. Further 
sorting and/or processing of post-MRF MSW would normally be conducted prior to thermal 
conversion to extract recyclable materials, reduce particle sizes to those compatible with the 
process, and dry the material if needed. Another element of the sorting process would be to 
remove, to the extent possible, materials such as PVC, batteries, or feedstocks with copper (Cu) 
that can contribute to the formation of toxic emissions. Metals, glass, and ash do not contribute 
substantially to energy value in thermochemical processing but may be substantially transformed 
due to the high temperatures involved. Unrecyclable plastics such as plastic resins 4 through 7 
may also be converted by thermochemical processing. 

Biochemical processes can convert only the biodegradable fraction of feedstocks. Metals, glass, 
mineral matter, and most of the current plastic stream will not be converted. Some of the newer 
plastics include biodegradable fractions or are fully biodegradable. The fraction of these plastics 
in the waste stream is currently very small but may increase over time. Higher-moisture 
feedstocks such as green waste or food waste are better suited for biochemical processes, partly 
because extra energy is required for drying before use in most thermochemical processes. 
Biochemical conversion technologies prefer source-separated green or food waste, or the biogenic 
fraction of mixed MSW after sorting. Some biochemical systems can accept unsorted MSW 
(shredded or crushed to appropriate size) in the reactor, though this is not optimal from the 
standpoint of material handling, reactor volume utilization and disposal or use of residuals. 

The 2003 waste characterization information was not available at the time the contractor studies 
were being conducted.  As a result, all the numbers, tables, and graphs in this report are based on 
1999 waste characterization information.  Paper and cardboard is the largest category of materials 
currently landfilled (on both a mass and energy basis) that could be processed by conversion 
technologies. Paper and cardboard material comprise 11 million tons or 30 percent of the 
materials currently landfilled. On an energy basis, however, paper/cardboard represents nearly 
half (44 percent) of the potential chemical energy in the waste stream. Although recycling of old 
corrugated containers (OCC) and old newspaper (ONP) materials is a well developed industry in 
California, the recycling rates for these components are still only 52 and 58 percent, respectively. 
The collection of materials is one issue with recycling of OCC and ONP, including the problem 
of capturing OCC from small businesses. Mixed paper is also recycled, though the value of mixed 
paper as a commodity has been historically relatively low. More recently, the export market, 
particularly to China, has resulted in significantly higher prices paid for mixed paper grades. 
Overall, the paper and cardboard recycling rate in California is only slightly higher than 30 
percent, or 4.5 million tons of material. Increase in demand for paper for recycling will depend 
upon new efforts by government and the private sector to utilize products made with a higher 
percentage of recycled paper content. 
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From an energy standpoint, plastics and other organic components of fossil 
the second-largest component of the waste stream, representing some 30 
energy. On a weight basis, plastics and textiles represent 11 percent or 
material landfilled. On a volumetric basis, however, plastic materials occupy 
percent of the space in a landfill due to their comparatively lower density. 
present in the waste stream in the highest amounts include high-density 
polyethylene terephthalate (PET), film plastics, and other durable plastics. 
recycling markets are well developed, the overall recovery fraction of 
percent. PET bottles have the highest recycling rate at approximately 35 
containers are the next-highest category of recycled plastics with a rate 
issue that impedes plastics recycling is that the cost of collecting and processing 
the value of the material. The number of new containers has also increased 
resulting in corresponding decreases in the overall recycling rate even 
recycled has increased. Figure 9 presents graphically the fractions of the 
the landfilled stream (displayed both by mass and energy bases). Note 
cardboard account for about 30 percent of the disposed stream by mass, 
nearly 45 percent of the total stream primary chemical energy. Plastics 
percent of the disposed stream and more than 25 percent of the MSW primary 
due to their significantly higher chemical energy content per unit mass 
biomass organic materials. 

Figure 9. Fractions of Total Mass and Energy of Waste Stream 
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From an energy standpoint, plastics and other organic components of fossil origin in MSW are 
the second-largest component of the waste stream, representing some 30 percent of the chemical 
energy. On a weight basis, plastics and textiles represent 11 percent or 4.2 million tons of 
material landfilled. On a volumetric basis, however, plastic materials occupy as much as 22 
percent of the space in a landfill due to their comparatively lower density. Plastic materials 
present in the waste stream in the highest amounts include high-density polyethylene (HDPE), 
polyethylene terephthalate (PET), film plastics, and other durable plastics. Although some plastic 
recycling markets are well developed, the overall recovery fraction of plastics is only about 5 
percent. PET bottles have the highest recycling rate at approximately 35 percent. HDPE 
containers are the next-highest category of recycled plastics with a rate of 13 percent. A primary 
issue that impedes plastics recycling is that the cost of collecting and processing typically exceeds 
the value of the material. The number of new containers has also increased in recent years, 
resulting in corresponding decreases in the overall recycling rate even though the total amount 
recycled has increased.  Figure 9 presents graphically the fractions of the energetic components of 
the landfilled stream (displayed both by mass and energy bases). Note that while paper and 
cardboard account for about 30 percent of the disposed stream by mass, the category contains 
nearly 45 percent of the total stream primary chemical energy. Plastics weigh in at about 9 
percent of the disposed stream and more than 25 percent of the MSW primary chemical energy, 
due to their significantly higher chemical energy content per unit mass when compared with 
biomass organic materials. 
 

 

Figure 9.  Fractions of Total Mass and Energy of Waste Stream Components. 
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With a high percentage of the total available chemical energy in mixed MSW, non-recycled 
plastics could be attractive materials for alternative conversion processes. Thermochemical 
processes currently represent the only means for plastics conversion. With the appropriate 
thermochemical processes, gasoline, diesel, and other fuels could be produced as could 
petroleum-like base products such as ethylene for new plastics production. These technologies 
have the potential to save valuable natural resources by avoiding the extraction of non-renewable 
crude oil, coal, and natural gas. Thermochemical techniques have previously been developed for 
plastics recycling. These conversion technologies could also be applied to the growing problem 
areas of electronic components, consumer appliances, and plastic packaging materials. Since 
chlorine is a precursor to dioxin formation, the chlorinated plastics components (PVC) would 
either have to be separated from the feed stream or include appropriate remediation technology in 
the process. 

Primary feedstocks for biochemical processes would be green and food wastes, although other 
biomass could also be used. Lignin is largely =degraded in most fermentation systems, including 
anaerobic digestion and hence remains as a residue of the process. Lignin represents 
approximately 28 percent of typical softwood, up to 50 percent for nut shells, with lower 
percentages for grasses, straws, and other herbaceous materials. Paper is primarily cellulose but 
may be coated or otherwise treated and include other constituents such as clay and heavy metals 
from pigments. Sludge products may have value as fertilizer or soil additives if heavy metal 
concentrations can be kept sufficiently low. The lower temperatures of biochemical treatment 
have some advantages in terms of reducing the potential formation of pollutant and hazardous 
species compared with higher temperature thermal processes, but cannot process the full waste 
stream and would have larger amount of residue that would need to be managed properly. 

Overall, the amount of energy that is derived for different processes is a function of both the 
feedstock and the method used to produce the energy. Feedstocks with high heat values, 
such as plastics, tires or rubber, can produce generally higher energy outputs. On a per 
mass basis, the greater the preprocessing, particularly with respect to removal of inorganic 
material such as metals and glass, the greater the potential energy output.Feedstock vs. 
Waste 

The CIWMB has jurisdiction over entities that handle solid waste, including setting forth 
standards for and permitting them. Under the current statutory scheme a conversion facility 
would be required to obtain a solid waste facility permit, comply with the standards for handling 
solid waste established for transfer/processing facilities, and would be subjected to periodic 
inspections by the CIWMB and/or local enforcement agency. The solid waste facility permit and 
standards would set forth requirements for feedstock handling and potentially residue 
management but not the conversion process itself. Air quality and water quality issues related to 
the actual conversion process would be within the jurisdiction and the responsibility of the local 
air quality management district and regional water quality control board. The CIWMB does not 
have the authority to establish standards for or regulate issues related to air and water quality (see 
Public Resources Code section 42020, 43021, and 43101) 

Some stakeholders believe that conversion facilities should not be required to obtain a solid waste 
facility permit, or be subject to CIWMB standards and would seek to be exempted from solid 
waste facility permit requirements. The foundation for this belief is that conversion facilities are 
manufacturing or recycling facilities where products are being made and the feedstock processed 
is not being disposed of to land. 

However, statute and regulation already provide a process whereby the Board can assess whether 
or not an individual facility is handling solid waste and therefore falls within the CIWMB's 
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With a high percentage of the total available chemical energy in mixed MSW, non-recycled 
plastics could be attractive materials for alternative conversion processes. Thermochemical 
processes currently represent the only means for plastics conversion. With the appropriate 
thermochemical processes, gasoline, diesel, and other fuels could be produced as could 
petroleum-like base products such as ethylene for new plastics production. These technologies 
have the potential to save valuable natural resources by avoiding the extraction of  non-renewable 
crude oil, coal, and natural gas. Thermochemical techniques have previously been developed for 
plastics recycling. These conversion technologies could also be applied to the growing problem 
areas of electronic components, consumer appliances, and plastic packaging materials. Since 
chlorine is a precursor to dioxin formation, the chlorinated plastics components (PVC) would 
either have to be separated from the feed stream or include appropriate remediation technology in 
the process.  

Primary feedstocks for biochemical processes would be green and food wastes, although other 
biomass could also be used. Lignin is largely undegraded in most fermentation systems, including 
anaerobic digestion and hence remains as a residue of the process. Lignin represents 
approximately 28 percent of typical softwood, up to 50 percent for nut shells, with lower 
percentages for grasses, straws, and other herbaceous materials. Paper is primarily cellulose but 
may be coated or otherwise treated and include other constituents such as clay and heavy metals 
from pigments. Sludge products may have value as fertilizer or soil additives if heavy metal 
concentrations can be kept sufficiently low. The lower temperatures of biochemical treatment 
have some advantages in terms of reducing the potential formation of pollutant and hazardous 
species compared with higher temperature thermal processes, but cannot process the full waste 
stream and would have larger amount of residue that would need to be managed properly. 

Overall, the amount of energy that is derived for different processes is a function of both the 
feedstock and the method used to produce the energy. Feedstocks with high heat values, 
such as plastics, tires or rubber, can produce generally higher energy outputs. On a per 
mass basis, the greater the preprocessing, particularly with respect to removal of inorganic 
material such as metals and glass, the greater the potential energy output.Feedstock vs. 
Waste 

The CIWMB has jurisdiction over entities that handle solid waste, including setting forth 
standards for and permitting them.  Under the current statutory scheme a conversion facility 
would be required to obtain a solid waste facility permit, comply with the standards for handling 
solid waste established for transfer/processing facilities, and would be subjected to periodic 
inspections by the CIWMB and/or local enforcement agency.  The solid waste facility permit and 
standards would set forth requirements for feedstock handling and potentially residue 
management but not the conversion process itself.  Air quality and water quality issues related to 
the actual conversion process would be within the jurisdiction and the responsibility of the local 
air quality management district and regional water quality control board.  The CIWMB does not 
have the authority to establish standards for or regulate issues related to air and water quality (see 
Public Resources Code section 42020, 43021, and 43101)

Some stakeholders believe that conversion facilities should not be required to obtain a solid waste 
facility permit, or be subject to CIWMB standards and would seek to be exempted from solid 
waste facility permit requirements.  The foundation for this belief is that conversion facilities are 
manufacturing or recycling facilities where products are being made and the feedstock processed 
is not being disposed of to land. 

However, statute and regulation already provide a process whereby the Board can assess whether 
or not an individual facility is handling solid waste and therefore falls within the CIWMB's 
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regulatory jurisdiction. Public Resources Code section 40200(b)(2) provides that a 
"transfer/processing facility" (subject to CIWMB regulation) does not include: "A facility, whose 
principal function is to receive, store, convert, or otherwise process wastes which have already 
been separated for reuse and are not intended for disposal." The CIWMB has provided an 
objective method for determining if this exception to its jurisdiction applies through a three-part 
test set forth in Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Section 17405.2(d) for the definition of 
a recycling facility. 

The three parts to this test are: 

1. The material is source separated for reuse or source separated. 

2. There is less than ten percent residual solid waste after the facility has "processed" the 
incoming material. 

3. The amount of putrescible waste handled is less than one percent of the material handled and 
the putrescible waste does not cause a nuisance. 

If the facility meets this test, the operator does not have to obtain a solid waste facility permit, and 
is not subject to CIWMB regulation as a solid waste facility. Under the three-part test facilities 
that are truly manufacturers or recyclers that are not handling solid waste would not be required 
to obtain a solid waste facilities permit and would not be regulated by the CIWMB as such. 
However, facilities that are handling solid waste as part of their operation, which could 
potentially impact the public health and safety and the environment, would still be subject to 
regulation and permitting for that aspect of their operation. This exception enables the CIWMB 
and the local enforcement agency to assess a project on a case-by-case basis to determine whether 
or not a particular facility is handling waste and should be regulated regardless of what label it 
applies to itself and ensures that waste handling is not exempted from regulation simply because 
one aspect of the facilities produces a product. 

One of the primary concerns of the CIWMB is that the health and safety of the public is 
maintained and that solid waste is properly managed in accordance with state minimum 
standards. The CIWMB utilizes a tiered permitting structure that provides the appropriate level 
of regulatory oversight commensurate with the risk posed by a facility. Under this structure, 
smaller volume conversion operations will not be required to obtain a solid waste facility permit 
but must still comply with state minimum standards and would still be subject to inspections by 
the local enforcement agency and the CIWMB. 

Products 
Products from conversion technologies will differ based on the technology used and the feedstock 
that is converted. Generally speaking, products consist of the following: 

Gasification: 

• Fuel gases (CO, CH4, H2) or synthesis gas. 

• Heat that can be transferred to the process to displace a fuel. 

• Tars and other condensable substances, if present after gasification process. 

• Char and Ash. 

Pyrolysis: 
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regulatory jurisdiction.  Public Resources Code section 40200(b)(2) provides that a 
“transfer/processing facility” (subject to CIWMB regulation) does not include: “A facility, whose 
principal function is to receive, store, convert, or otherwise process wastes which have already 
been separated for reuse and are not intended for disposal.” The CIWMB has provided an 
objective method for determining if this exception to its jurisdiction applies through a three-part 
test set forth in Title 14, California Code of Regulations, Section 17405.2(d) for the definition of 
a recycling facility. 

The three parts to this test are: 

1. The material is source separated for reuse or source separated. 

2. There is less than ten percent residual solid waste after the facility has “processed” the 
incoming material. 

3. The amount of putrescible waste handled is less than one percent of the material handled and 
the putrescible waste does not cause a nuisance. 

If the facility meets this test, the operator does not have to obtain a solid waste facility permit, and 
is not subject to CIWMB regulation as a solid waste facility.  Under the three-part test facilities 
that are truly manufacturers or recyclers that are not handling solid waste would not be required 
to obtain a solid waste facilities permit and would not be regulated by the CIWMB as such. 
However, facilities that are handling solid waste as part of their operation, which could 
potentially impact the public health and safety and the environment, would still be subject to 
regulation and permitting for that aspect of their operation. This exception enables the CIWMB 
and the local enforcement agency to assess a project on a case-by-case basis to determine whether 
or not a particular facility is handling waste and should be regulated regardless of what label it 
applies to itself and ensures that waste handling is not exempted from regulation simply because 
one aspect of the facilities produces a product. 

One of the primary concerns of the CIWMB is that the health and safety of the public is 
maintained and that solid waste is properly managed in accordance with state minimum 
standards.  The CIWMB utilizes a tiered permitting structure that provides the appropriate level 
of regulatory oversight commensurate with the risk posed by a facility. Under this structure, 
smaller volume conversion operations will not be required to obtain a solid waste facility permit 
but must still comply with state minimum standards and would still be subject to inspections by 
the local enforcement agency and the CIWMB. 

Products 
Products from conversion technologies will differ based on the technology used and the feedstock 
that is converted.  Generally speaking, products consist of the following: 

Gasification: 

• Fuel gases (CO, CH4, H2) or synthesis gas. 

• Heat that can be transferred to the process to displace a fuel. 

• Tars and other condensable substances, if present after gasification process. 

• Char and Ash. 

Pyrolysis: 
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• Fuel gases (CO2, CO, CH4, H2) containing less chemical energy than equivalent product 
gases for gasification of the same feedstock. 

• Ash and char (fixed carbon not pyrolyzed) containing significant quantities of feedstock 
chemical energy. 

• Pyrolytic tars and other high molecular mass hydrocarbons, also containing significant 
quantities of feedstock chemical energy. 

• Pyrolytic oils and/or other condensable substances, containing significant quantities of 
feedstock chemical energy. 

Biochemical processes can yield: 

• Biogas (a mixture of methane and carbon dioxide). Biogas contains less chemical energy 
than the equivalent products from gasification of the same feedstock. 

• Ethanol. 

• Solvents, organic acids and other bio-based chemicals for refining to end products. 

• Residues that can be used for compost/soil amendment/fertilizer if permitted by local 
regulations or a feedstock for thermochemical conversion. 

Fuels and chemicals can be produced from the synthesis gas derived from gasification and 
pyrolysis of the feedstocks. Storable gas, liquid, and chemicals can be produced by conversion 
technologies. The secondary processing of synthesis gas can be used to produce a range of liquid 
fuels and chemicals including methanol, dimethyl ether (DME), Fischer-Tropsch diesel fuel, 
hydrogen, ethanol, ethylene, or substitute natural gas. For the production of these fuels or 
synthetic chemicals, the synthesis gases from gasification processes generally require less 
additional processing to produce valuable products than any other form of conversion technology 
other than the methane-rich biogas produced through anaerobic digestion. Interestingly enough, 
film plastic is produced from ethylene gas, which is derived from non-renewable natural gas. 
Gasification technologies exist that can use film plastic as a feedstock to make ethylene gas 
which, in turn, can be used to produce more film plastic. Some stakeholders have commented 
that this type of process could serve as a disincentive to reduce the amount of plastic produced. 
However, others have stated that this type of process could serve as a recycling technology for a 
feedstock that historically could not be recycled. 

Products of biochemical processes include biogas, ethanol, and other alcohols for use as fuels or 
as chemical feedstocks. Biochemical processes can also be used to produce higher value chemical 
products. Biogas can also be upgraded to natural gas pipeline quality and compressed for use as a 
transportation fuel much like compressed natural gas (CNG). Ethanol is produced from a 
fermentation process, distilled and dehydrated to yield fuel-grade ethanol. 

Digestate from digestion processes including lignin and other non-degraded components of the 
feedstock can be processed for fertilizer and soil conditioning applications. Alternatively, the 
material can be used in compost or dried and used as a boiler fuel for heat and power or converted 
to fuels through thermochemical means. Biomass can be hydrolyzed to create fermentable sugars 
for producing ethanol. Sugars can also be converted to levulinic acid and citric acid. Levulinic 
acid is a versatile chemical that is a precursor to other specialty chemicals, fuels and fuels 
additives, herbicides, and pesticides. The largest application for citric acid is in the beverage 
industry, which accounts for about 45% of the market for this product. Citric acid is also used in a 
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• Fuel gases (CO2, CO, CH4, H2) containing less chemical energy than equivalent product 
gases for gasification of the same feedstock. 

• Ash and char (fixed carbon not pyrolyzed) containing significant quantities of feedstock 
chemical energy.  

• Pyrolytic tars and other high molecular mass hydrocarbons, also containing significant 
quantities of feedstock chemical energy.  

• Pyrolytic oils and/or other condensable substances, containing significant quantities of 
feedstock chemical energy. 

Biochemical processes can yield: 

• Biogas (a mixture of methane and carbon dioxide). Biogas contains less chemical energy 
than the equivalent products from gasification of the same feedstock. 

• Ethanol. 

• Solvents, organic acids and other bio-based chemicals for refining to end products. 

• Residues that can be used for compost/soil amendment/fertilizer if permitted by local 
regulations or a feedstock for thermochemical conversion. 

Fuels and chemicals can be produced from the synthesis gas derived from gasification and 
pyrolysis of the feedstocks.  Storable gas, liquid, and chemicals can be produced by conversion 
technologies. The secondary processing of synthesis gas can be used to produce a range of liquid 
fuels and chemicals including methanol, dimethyl ether (DME), Fischer-Tropsch diesel fuel, 
hydrogen, ethanol, ethylene, or substitute natural gas. For the production of these fuels or 
synthetic chemicals, the synthesis gases from gasification processes generally require less 
additional processing to produce valuable products than any other form of conversion technology 
other than the methane-rich biogas produced through anaerobic digestion.  Interestingly enough, 
film plastic is produced from ethylene gas, which is derived from non-renewable natural gas.  
Gasification technologies exist that can use film plastic as a feedstock to make ethylene gas 
which, in turn, can be used to produce more film plastic.  Some stakeholders have commented 
that this type of process could serve as a disincentive to reduce the amount of plastic produced.  
However, others have stated that this type of process could serve as a recycling technology for a 
feedstock that historically could not be recycled. 

Products of biochemical processes include biogas, ethanol, and other alcohols for use as fuels or 
as chemical feedstocks. Biochemical processes can also be used to produce higher value chemical 
products. Biogas can also be upgraded to natural gas pipeline quality and compressed for use as a 
transportation fuel much like compressed natural gas (CNG). Ethanol is produced from a 
fermentation process, distilled and dehydrated to yield fuel-grade ethanol.  

Digestate from digestion processes including lignin and other non-degraded components of the 
feedstock can be processed for fertilizer and soil conditioning applications. Alternatively, the 
material can be used in compost or dried and used as a boiler fuel for heat and power or converted 
to fuels through thermochemical means.  Biomass can be hydrolyzed to create fermentable sugars 
for producing ethanol.  Sugars can also be converted to levulinic acid and citric acid. Levulinic 
acid is a versatile chemical that is a precursor to other specialty chemicals, fuels and fuels 
additives, herbicides, and pesticides. The largest application for citric acid is in the beverage 
industry, which accounts for about 45% of the market for this product. Citric acid is also used in a 
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wide variety of candies, frozen foods, and processed cheeses and as a preservative in canned 
goods, meats, jellies, and preserves. 

Products derived from conversion technologies could have a large economic impact. For 
example, the production of electricity by conversion of the waste stream could provide up to 8 
percent of California's current electrical needs. Products that can be created from conversion 
technologies are listed below in Table 3. 

Table 3. Products of Conversion Technologies 

Conversion 
Technology 

Product 
PrimarySecondary 

Products 
Solid 

Residues 

Value of 
secondary 
products 

Feedstocks 
Processed 

Ash 
Complete 

gasification 
Synthesis 

gas 

Fuels, 
chemicals 

and electricity 

metals 
recycle or 

landfill 

Very high and 
flexible 

All organics 
low moisture 

Incomplete 
gasification Fuel and 

Electricity, 
some 

Char 
ash 

Moderate may 
need refining All organics 

(See synthesis gas marketable metals at additional low moisture 
pyrolysis) fuels recycle expense 

Indirectly Char 
fired 

pyrolysis 
with drier 
& gasifier 

Fuel and 
synthesis gas 

Electricity, 
some 

marketable 
fuels 

ash 
metals 

recycle or 
landfill 

Moderate may 
need refining 
at additional 

expense 

All organics 
low moisture 

Anaerobic 
Digestion 

Fuel Gas 
(CH4  and 

CO2) 

Heat, Power, 
Fuels, 

Chemicals, 
Soil 

Amendment 

Inorganics, 
metals, glass, 
undegraded 

biomass  

Moderate to 
High 

Biodegradable 
Components 

Fermentation Ethanol 

Ethanol, 
Chemicals, 
Heat, Soil 

Amendment 

Inorganics, 
metals, glass, 
undegraded 

biomass 

Moderate to 
High 

Biodegradable 
Components 

From an environmental perspective, the production of fuels and chemicals from materials that 
would otherwise be landfilled can provide environmental benefits by displacing the extraction of 
non-renewable petroleum resources such as crude oil and natural gas. 

Environmental and Public Health Impacts 
AB 2770 required the CIWMB to assess the environmental and public health impacts of each 
conversion technology in comparison to those environmental and public health impacts from the 
transformation and disposal of solid waste. 
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wide variety of candies, frozen foods, and processed cheeses and as a preservative in canned 
goods, meats, jellies, and preserves. 

Products derived from conversion technologies could have a large economic impact.  For 
example, the production of electricity by conversion of the waste stream could provide up to 8 
percent of California’s current electrical needs.  Products that can be created from conversion 
technologies are listed below in Table 3. 

Table 3.  Products of Conversion Technologies   

Conversion 
Technology 
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Product 

Secondary 
Products 

Solid 
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Value of 
secondary 
products 

Feedstocks 
Processed 
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gasification 

 

Synthesis 
gas 

Fuels, 
chemicals 

and electricity 

Ash 
metals 

recycle or 
landfill 

Very high and 
flexible 

All organics 
low moisture 

 

Incomplete 
gasification 

(See 
pyrolysis) 
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Electricity, 
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marketable 
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recycle 
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need refining 
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expense 
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recycle or 
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need refining 
at additional 

expense 
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Fuel Gas 
(CH4 and 
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Heat, Power, 
Fuels, 

Chemicals, 
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Amendment 
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metals, glass,
undegraded 
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Moderate to 
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Biodegradable 
Components 

Fermentation Ethanol 

Ethanol, 
Chemicals, 
Heat, Soil 

Amendment 

Inorganics, 
metals, glass,
undegraded 

biomass 

Moderate to 
High 

Biodegradable 
Components 

 

From an environmental perspective, the production of fuels and chemicals from materials that 
would otherwise be landfilled can provide environmental benefits by displacing the extraction of 
non-renewable petroleum resources such as crude oil and natural gas. 

Environmental and Public Health Impacts 
AB 2770 required the CIWMB to assess the environmental and public health impacts of each 
conversion technology in comparison to those environmental and public health impacts from the 
transformation and disposal of solid waste.   
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Impacts 
of environmental factors to take into consideration when assessing the 

technologies may have. These impacts include: 

particularly dioxin, furans, heavy metals, and greenhouse gas emissions. 

ash, char, and other solid residues. 

any liquid residues. 

studies have characterized emissions from individual waste conversion 
a lack of consistent comprehensive data for use in comparative analyses to 

within and among technology classes. This is due to the wide variety of 
feedstock processed, and control strategies that are uniquely applied to 

and to the general immaturity of conversion technologies as applied to MSW. 

and biochemical systems include such things as NOx, SOx, 
monoxide, particulate matter (PM), heavy metals, greenhouse gas 

CO2, and dioxins/furans. In addition, there can be fugitive gas and dust 
on control strategies, operational practices, and level of maintenance at a 
enclosed receiving buildings with may have exhaust air treatment to 

dust emissions from unloading and feedstock storage). Conversion 
thermochemical conversion, may use air pollution control devices at the 

as the exhaust gas outlet thus allowing for redundant control and 
4 lists typical air pollution control technology that may be used for emission 

Table 4. Air Pollution Control Technologies 

processes, particularly 
reactor outlet as well 
monitoring. Table 
control. 

Contaminant Control Technology 

Particulate Matter (PM) 
and aerosols 

Inertial separation, Baghouse, Scrubbers, Electrostatic precipitators (ESP) 

Volatile metals (vapor 
state) Carbon filters (or condense to PM or aerosols and use PM separation techniques) 

Dioxin/furans Limit chlorine mass input in feedstock, Cold-quenching and/or catalytic/thermal 
combustion 

Carbon monoxide (CO) 
and 
Hydrocarbon (HC) gases Process design, Catalytic/thermal combustion, Re-burning, Carbon filters 

Oxides of nitrogen (NOx) 
Flame temperature control, Low NOx combustors, Fuel nitrogen management, 
Selective catalytic reduction 
Water injection 
Re-burning 

Oxides of sulfur (SOx) Limit sulfur mass input 
Scrubber 
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Environmental Impacts 
There are a number of environmental factors to take into consideration when assessing the 
impacts that conversion technologies may have.  These impacts include: 

• Air emissions, particularly dioxin, furans, heavy metals, and greenhouse gas emissions. 

• Management of ash, char, and other solid residues. 

• Management of any liquid residues. 

While a number of studies have characterized emissions from individual waste conversion 
processes, there is a lack of consistent comprehensive data for use in comparative analyses to 
make broad conclusions within and among technology classes. This is due to the wide variety of 
process configurations, feedstock processed, and control strategies that are uniquely applied to 
individual facilities and to the general immaturity of conversion technologies as applied to MSW.     

Air Emissions 

Emissions from thermochemical and biochemical systems include such things as NOx, SOx, 
hydrocarbons, carbon monoxide, particulate matter (PM), heavy metals, greenhouse gas 
emissions such as CO2, and dioxins/furans.  In addition, there can be fugitive gas and dust 
emissions that depend on control strategies, operational practices, and level of maintenance at a 
particular facility (e.g., enclosed receiving buildings with may have exhaust air treatment to 
minimize VOC and dust emissions from unloading and feedstock storage).  Conversion 
processes, particularly thermochemical conversion, may use air pollution control devices at the 
reactor outlet as well as the exhaust gas outlet thus allowing for redundant control and 
monitoring.  Table 4 lists typical air pollution control technology that may be used for emission 
control. 

 

Table 4.  Air Pollution Control Technologies 

Contaminant Control Technology 
 Particulate Matter (PM) 
 and aerosols 

 Inertial separation, Baghouse, Scrubbers, Electrostatic precipitators (ESP) 

 Volatile metals (vapor 
state) 
 

 Carbon filters (or condense to PM or aerosols and use PM separation techniques) 

 Dioxin/furans 
 

 Limit chlorine mass input in feedstock, Cold-quenching and/or catalytic/thermal 
combustion 

 Carbon monoxide (CO) 
and 
 Hydrocarbon (HC) gases 
 

 Process design,  Catalytic/thermal combustion,  Re-burning, Carbon filters 

 Oxides of nitrogen (NOx) 
 

 Flame temperature control, Low NOx combustors, Fuel nitrogen management,  
 Selective catalytic reduction 
 Water injection 
 Re-burning 

 Oxides of sulfur (SOx) 
 

 Limit sulfur mass input  
 Scrubber 
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Contaminant Control Technology 

Acid gases Scrubber 

While biochemical 
thermochemical processes 
public. Some of this 
processes are variations 
The corollary could 
anaerobic digestion, 
as variations of incineration. 
and pyrolysis as part 
for New Stationary 
"Incinerator" as "...any 
reducing the volume 
not include the term 
gasification and pyrolysis 
technologies for persistent 
from incineration in 
(rather than its energetic 
as feedstock for other 
describe gasification 
amount of combustion 
inorganics, and reduce 

The University of 
technologies differ 

• The volume of 
feedstock processed 
eventually combusted, 
cleanup can occur. 
equipment to the 

• Output gases from 
can be treated 
exhaust. Reactant 

• Gasification and 
molecular weight 

• Pyrolysis and gasification 

Dioxins and furans 
These compounds 
containing carbon 
are typically formed 
temperature range 
Combustion conditions 
poor gas-phase mixing 
of carbon species, 
formed during paper 

processes have gained widespread acceptance for treating various feedstocks, 
have met with resistance from the environmental community and the 

resistance has stemmed from the perception that pyrolysis and gasification 
of incineration because the resultant product is subsequently combusted. 

be  extended to energy production from landfill gas and biogas from 
however, the CIWMB does not consider landfilling and anaerobic digestion 

Some commentors have stated that federal law includes gasification 
of the definition of incineration. Title 40, Part 60, Standards of Performance 

Sources, Subpart E—Standards of Performance for Incinerators defines 
furnace used in the process of burning solid waste for the purpose of 

of the waste by removing combustible matter." The federal definition does 
gasification or pyrolysis. Although the European Union considers 

as forms of incineration, draft guidelines on best available control 
organic pollutants state that "... both pyrolysis and gasification differ 

that they may be used for recovering the chemical value from the waste 
value). The chemical products derived may in some cases then be used 

processes or for energy recovery."' In addition, these guidelines also 
and pyrolysis as alternative thermal treatment technologies that restrict the 

air to convert waste into process gas, increase the amount of recyclable 
the amount of flue gas cleaning." 

California researchers have also stated that thermochemical conversion 
dramatically from incineration in several key respects: 

output gases from a pyrolysis reactor or gasifier is much smaller per ton of 
than an equivalent incineration process. While these output gases may be 

the alternative processes provide an intermediate step where gas 
Mass burn incineration is limited by application of air pollution control 

fully combusted exhaust only. 

pyrolysis reactors or gasifiers are typically in a reducing environment, and 
with different technologies compared with a fully combusted (oxidative) 

media can also be hydrogen or steam. 

pyrolysis produce intermediate synthesis gases composed of lower 
species such as natural gas, which are cleaner to combust than raw MSW 

processes use very little air/oxygen or none at all. 

are of particular concern in terms of potential environmental consequences. 
are formed under high temperatures when chlorine and complex mixtures 
are present, and can be found in the gas and liquid phases. Dioxins and furans 

downstream of the combustion process as the flue gases cool in a 
of 400-1290°F, with a maximum formation rate at approximately 600° F. 

that enhance the downstream formation of dioxins and furans include 
during combustion, low combustion temperatures, incomplete combustion 

and high PM loading. It should be noted that dioxins and furans are also 
pulp production' and the secondary processing of aluminum'. 
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Contaminant Control Technology 
 Acid gases  Scrubber 

 

While biochemical processes have gained widespread acceptance for treating various feedstocks, 
thermochemical processes have met with resistance from the environmental community and the 
public.  Some of this resistance has stemmed from the perception that pyrolysis and gasification 
processes are variations of incineration because the resultant product is subsequently combusted.  
The corollary could be extended to energy production from landfill gas and biogas from 
anaerobic digestion, however, the CIWMB does not consider landfilling and anaerobic digestion 
as variations of incineration.  Some commentors have stated that federal law includes gasification 
and pyrolysis as part of the definition of incineration.  Title 40, Part 60, Standards of Performance 
for New Stationary Sources, Subpart E—Standards of Performance for Incinerators defines 
“Incinerator” as “…any furnace used in the process of burning solid waste for the purpose of 
reducing the volume of the waste by removing combustible matter.”  The federal definition does 
not include the term gasification or pyrolysis.  Although the European Union considers 
gasification and pyrolysis as forms of incineration, draft guidelines on best available control 
technologies for persistent organic pollutants state that “…both pyrolysis and gasification differ 
from incineration in that they may be used for recovering the chemical value from the waste 
(rather than its energetic value).  The chemical products derived may in some cases then be used 
as feedstock for other processes or for energy recovery.”i  In addition, these guidelines also 
describe gasification and pyrolysis as alternative thermal treatment technologies that restrict the 
amount of combustion air to convert waste into process gas, increase the amount of recyclable 
inorganics, and reduce the amount of flue gas cleaning.ii

The University of California researchers have also stated that thermochemical conversion 
technologies differ dramatically from incineration in several key respects: 

• The volume of output gases from a pyrolysis reactor or gasifier is much smaller per ton of 
feedstock processed than an equivalent incineration process. While these output gases may be 
eventually combusted, the alternative processes provide an intermediate step where gas 
cleanup can occur. Mass burn incineration is limited by application of air pollution control 
equipment to the fully combusted exhaust only. 

• Output gases from pyrolysis reactors or gasifiers are typically in a reducing environment, and 
can be treated with different technologies compared with a fully combusted (oxidative) 
exhaust. Reactant media can also be hydrogen or steam. 

• Gasification and pyrolysis produce intermediate synthesis gases composed of lower 
molecular weight species such as natural gas, which are cleaner to combust than raw MSW 

• Pyrolysis and gasification processes use very little air/oxygen or none at all.   

Dioxins and furans are of particular concern in terms of potential environmental consequences. 
These compounds are formed under high temperatures when chlorine and complex mixtures 
containing carbon are present, and can be found in the gas and liquid phases. Dioxins and furans 
are typically formed downstream of the combustion process as the flue gases cool in a 
temperature range of 400-1290o F, with a maximum formation rate at approximately 600° F. 
Combustion conditions that enhance the downstream formation of dioxins and furans include 
poor gas-phase mixing during combustion, low combustion temperatures, incomplete combustion 
of carbon species, and high PM loading.  It should be noted that dioxins and furans are also 
formed during paper pulp productioniii and the secondary processing of aluminumiv. 
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In the late 1980s, combustion of MSW was listed as the leading source of dioxin emissions in the 
country (approximately 60 percent of total). Maximum available control technology (MACT) 
regulations promulgated by the U.S EPA in 1995 forced the industry to retrofit with better 
emission control technologies where possible and close facilities that could not be improved. 
Baseline emissions testing was conducted at all 167 large MSW incinerator facilities in the 
United States in 1990. Consistent with Section 129 of the Clean Air Act, large MSW incinerators 
were required to retrofit their facilities with MACT by December, 2000. Subsequent emissions 
testing at all facilities was conducted to verify performance. Table 5 illustrates the dramatic 
improvement in emissions control following the retrofits. 

Table 5. Emissions from Large MSW Incinerators 

Pollutant 1990 
Emissions 

2000 
Emissions 

Percent 
Reduction 

Dioxins/furans, total mass basis 218,000 g/yr 679 g/yr 99+ 

Dioxins/furans, Toxic equivalent quantity 
basis 

4,260 g/yr 12.0 g/yr 99+ 

Mercury 45.2 tpy 2.20 tpy 95.1 

Cadmium 4.75 tpy 0.333 tpy 93.0 

Lead 52.1 tpy 4.76 tpy 90.9 

Particulate matter 6,930 tpy 707 tpy 89.8 

Hydrochloric acid 46,900 tpy 2,672 tpy 94.3 

SO2  30,700 tpy 4,076 tpy 86.7 

NO„ 56,400 tpy 46,500 tpy 17.6 
Source: United States Environmental Protection Agency 

Compliance," June 20, 2002. 
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In the late 1980s, combustion of MSW was listed as the leading source of dioxin emissions in the 
country (approximately 60 percent of total).  Maximum available control technology (MACT) 
regulations promulgated by the U.S EPA in 1995 forced the industry to retrofit with better 
emission control technologies where possible and close facilities that could not be improved.  
Baseline emissions testing was conducted at all 167 large MSW incinerator facilities in the 
United States in 1990. Consistent with Section 129 of the Clean Air Act, large MSW incinerators 
were required to retrofit their facilities with MACT by December, 2000. Subsequent emissions 
testing at all facilities was conducted to verify performance. Table 5 illustrates the dramatic 
improvement in emissions control following the retrofits.  

Table 5.  Emissions from Large MSW Incinerators 

Pollutant 1990 
Emissions 

2000 
Emissions 

Percent 
Reduction 

Dioxins/furans, total mass basis 218,000 g/yr 679 g/yr 99+ 
Dioxins/furans, Toxic equivalent quantity 
basis 4,260 g/yr 12.0 g/yr 99+ 

Mercury 45.2 tpy 2.20 tpy 95.1 
Cadmium 4.75 tpy 0.333 tpy 93.0 
Lead 52.1 tpy 4.76 tpy 90.9 
Particulate matter 6,930 tpy 707 tpy 89.8 
Hydrochloric acid 46,900 tpy 2,672 tpy 94.3 
SO2 30,700 tpy 4,076 tpy 86.7 
NOx 56,400 tpy 46,500 tpy 17.6 

Source:  United States Environmental Protection Agency Memorandum, “Emission from Large MWC Units at MACT 
Compliance,” June 20, 2002. 

These emission reductions were achieved via a combination of sophisticated process control and 
technology improvements and are indicative of the maturation of air pollution control equipment 
over the years.  The same air pollution control technologies used in large MSW incinerators that 
resulted in the dramatic emissions reductions could also be used on thermochemical conversion 
facilities and could result in much lower emissions if proper feedstock preparation is utilized.  
Common exhaust gas cleanup technologies include spray dryers, fabric filters, carbon injection, 
selective non-catalytic reduction, electrostatic precipitation, and duct sorbent injection.  

Proper design of thermochemical conversion processes and pollution control equipment is critical 
to addressing the risks associated with dioxins and furans. An operator can limit the amounts of 
chlorine and copper in the feedstock to minimize potential formation.  In cases where this is not 
feasible, a process called cold-quenching and/or high-temperature incineration of intermediate 
products is recommended to prevent release to the atmosphere. In cold-quenching, intermediate 
gases are quickly cooled in a caustic scrubber solution in order to prevent the re-formation of 
dioxins and furans. Alternatively, or in addition to cold-quenching, high-temperature combustion 
of intermediate gases can prevent the re-formation and destroy dioxins/furans already present.   

Today, the level of dioxin air emissions from combustion of MSW in the U.S. has decreased from 
8900 g-TEQ per year in 1987 to 12 g-TEQ per year by 2000, a decrease of 99.9 percent.  The 
MSW combustion industry represents less than 1 percent of the national dioxin/furan air emission 
burden.    
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Figure 10. US Dioxin Emissions Inventory by Source 
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Comments were received regarding the Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants 
(May 2001), which the U.S. has signed. This Convention has established a goal of reducing or 
eliminating the creation of persistent organic pollutants such as dioxins and furans. The 
Convention lists waste incineration as a source of anthropogenic dioxins/furans. Also listed as 
sources are pulp production using chlorine, secondary smelting of aluminum, copper, and zinc 
(technologies for metal recycling), and fossil-fuel fired power plants. The Convention also 
provides guidance for best available techniques for achieving specific goals of the Convention. 
These techniques include use of cold-quenching, improved flue-gas cleaning such as thermal or 
catalytic oxidation, dust precipitation, or adsorption. Other techniques mentioned in the 
Convention include treatment of residuals, wastewater, wastes and sewage sludge by thermal 
treatment; and modification of process designs to improve combustion and prevent formation 
the chemicals through the control of parameters such as incineration temperature or residence 
time. 

These are techniques utilized by MSW combustion facilities to reduce dioxin/furan production 
99.9 percent between 1995 and 2000 and could be baseline emissions control technologies used 
by thermal conversion facilities. 
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During this period, the number of operating facilities increased and the amount of waste burned 
doubled from 15 million to 32 million TPY.  Figure 10 illustrates the total inventory of dioxin 
emissions in the U.S. by source type. Data for MSW combustion is for 2000 (US EPA, 2002, 
Docket A-90-45, VIII. B.11).  All other emissions are from 1995 US EPA Inventory and can be 
found at http://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/cfm/recordisplay.cfm?deid=20797

  

Figure 10.  US Dioxin Emissions Inventory by Source Type.  
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Comments were received regarding the Stockholm Convention on Persistent Organic Pollutants 
(May 2001), which the U.S. has signed.  This Convention has established a goal of reducing or 
eliminating the creation of persistent organic pollutants such as dioxins and furans.  The 
Convention lists waste incineration as a source of anthropogenic dioxins/furans.  Also listed as 
sources are pulp production using chlorine, secondary smelting of aluminum, copper, and zinc 
(technologies for metal recycling), and fossil-fuel fired power plants.  The Convention also 
provides guidance for best available techniques for achieving specific goals of the Convention.  
These techniques include use of cold-quenching, improved flue-gas cleaning such as thermal or 
catalytic oxidation, dust precipitation, or adsorption.  Other techniques mentioned in the 
Convention include treatment of residuals, wastewater, wastes and sewage sludge by thermal 
treatment; and modification of process designs to improve combustion and prevent formation of 
the chemicals through the control of parameters such as incineration temperature or residence 
time. 

These are techniques utilized by MSW combustion facilities to reduce dioxin/furan production by 
99.9 percent between 1995 and 2000 and could be baseline emissions control technologies used 
by thermal conversion facilities.   

http://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/cfm/recordisplay.cfm?deid=20797
callen
StrikeOut



DRAFT—For Discussion Purposes Only. Do not cite or quote. 

Board Meeting Agenda Item 22 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 1 

Although the Convention includes guidelines for pollution control technologies, the primary goal 
of the Convention is the prevention of pollutant formation. Convention guidelines state that 
priority should be given to "...activities to minimize the generation of waste, including resource 
recovery, reuse, recycling, waste separation, and promoting products that generate less waste. 
Priority should also be given to approaches to prevent the formation and release of persistent 
organic pollutants. "° 

There are instances where the amount of dioxin present in the effluent stream (air, solid and 
liquid) of the combustion facility is less than that present in the feedstock. This may suggest that 
high-temperature conversion technologies, such as gasification, could serve as a method to 
destroy dioxins and help achieve the goal of the Stockholm Convention. 

A study in Germany provides data from dioxin analysis of several types of compost and raw 
household solid waste from Germany. Averages from several samples of each category showed 
dioxins/furans in raw household mixed waste was present in the amount of 57 ng/kg TEQ. 
Composted mixed MSW had dioxin/furan levels of 38 ng/kg TEQ , followed by compost of 
source separated household waste with 14 ng/kg TEQ and about 10 ng/kg TEQ in green and 
garden waste compost. The study did not indicate whether the composted mixed household waste 
was from the same source as the raw mixed household waste or why the PCDD/F concentration 
was lower in the composted mixed house waste. Figure 11 shows results of the analyses. Each 
column in the table represents an individual sample. 
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Although the Convention includes guidelines for pollution control technologies, the primary goal 
of the Convention is the prevention of pollutant formation.  Convention guidelines state that 
priority should be given to “…activities to minimize the generation of waste, including resource 
recovery, reuse, recycling, waste separation, and promoting products that generate less waste.  
Priority should also be given to approaches to prevent the formation and release of persistent 
organic pollutants.”v 

There are instances where the amount of dioxin present in the effluent stream (air, solid and 
liquid) of the combustion facility is less than that present in the feedstock.  This may suggest that 
high-temperature conversion technologies, such as gasification, could serve as a method to 
destroy dioxins and help achieve the goal of the Stockholm Convention.       

A study in Germany provides data from dioxin analysis of several types of compost and raw 
household solid waste from Germany. Averages from several samples of each category showed 
dioxins/furans in raw household mixed waste was present in the amount of 57 ng/kg TEQ. 
Composted mixed MSW had dioxin/furan levels of 38 ng/kg TEQ , followed by compost of 
source separated household waste with 14 ng/kg TEQ and about 10 ng/kg TEQ in green and 
garden waste compost. The study did not indicate whether the composted mixed household waste 
was from the same source as the raw mixed household waste or why the PCDD/F concentration 
was lower in the composted mixed house waste.  Figure 11 shows results of the analyses.  Each 
column in the table represents an individual sample. 
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Figure 11. Dioxin/furan content of raw household wastes and several compost types. 
(Source Kraus and Gramme) (1992) as reported in Brinton (2000))vi  
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The bacterial decomposition of landfilled material produces significant quantities of landfill 
The methane emissions from landfills are particularly important, since methane is 21 times 
potent as a greenhouse gas than carbon dioxide and since landfills represent the second largest 
source of anthropogenic methane emissions behind the energy industry. 

Many stakeholders have commented that composting of green waste, food waste, and other types 
of potentially compostable material is a "higher and better use" of these types of feedstocks. 
While composting does have many benefits, it is not without its challenges. One study has shown 
that open air composting emits volatile organic compounds and ammonia. Smet et al."" compared 
VOC and ammonia emissions from two different methods for biochemical treatment of 
biodegradable wastes. Source separated household and garden wastes (70% garden, 20% kitchen 
and 10% paper wastes) were treated by (a) standard aerobic composting with upflow aeration 
(b) a combination of anaerobic digestion followed by aerobic stabilization of digestate. VOC 
ammonia emissions were measured from each process. Table 6 shows the results of testing 
conducting by Smet. Assuming the biogas produced by anaerobic digestion treatment method 
is flared or combusted in an engine, then the total volatile emissions for treatment (b) would 
only from the aerobic stabilization portion of the treatment or 6% of those from treatment method 
(a) (for example, 44 mg/ton from treatment (b) versus 742 mg/ton from treatment (a). Most 
the volatile emission from treatment (b) was composed of ammonia (NH3) requiring ammonia 
scrubbing if the gas is to be passed through a biofilter prior to exhaust. 
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Figure 11.  Dioxin/furan content of raw household wastes and several compost types. 
(Source Kraus and Grammel (1992) as reported in Brinton (2000))vi
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The bacterial decomposition of landfilled material produces significant quantities of landfill gas.  
The methane emissions from landfills are particularly important, since methane is 21 times more 
potent as a greenhouse gas than carbon dioxide and since landfills represent the second largest 
source of anthropogenic methane emissions behind the energy industry. 

Many stakeholders have commented that composting of green waste, food waste, and other types 
of potentially compostable material is a “higher and better use” of these types of feedstocks.  
While composting does have many benefits, it is not without its challenges.  One study has shown 
that open air composting emits volatile organic compounds and ammonia.  Smet et al.vii compared 
VOC and ammonia emissions from two different methods for biochemical treatment of 
biodegradable wastes. Source separated household and garden wastes (70% garden, 20% kitchen 
and 10% paper wastes) were treated by (a) standard aerobic composting with upflow aeration and 
(b) a combination of anaerobic digestion followed by aerobic stabilization of digestate. VOC and 
ammonia emissions were measured from each process.  Table 6 shows the results of testing 
conducting by Smet.  Assuming the biogas produced by anaerobic digestion treatment method (b) 
is flared or combusted in an engine, then the total volatile emissions for treatment (b) would come 
only from the aerobic stabilization portion of the treatment or 6% of those from treatment method 
(a) (for example, 44 mg/ton from treatment (b) versus 742 mg/ton from treatment (a).  Most of 
the volatile emission from treatment (b) was composed of ammonia (NH3) requiring ammonia 
scrubbing if the gas is to be passed through a biofilter prior to exhaust. 
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Table 6. Emissions for Different Treatment Methods. 

in 
for 

that 

are 

of the 
material 

quantity 
of the 
as 
before 
but do 

a 

the 
are 

Emission 
Compound 

Treatment (a)- 
Aerobic 

Composting 

Emission (g/ton) 

Treatment (b) 

Anaerobic 
Digestion 

Emission (g/ton) 

Aerobic Stabilization 

Emission (g/ton) 

Total VOC 

NH3  

H25 

590 

152 

Nd 

217 

1.8 

17 

3 

41 

nd 

Total Volatiles 742 236 44 

Another issue is greenhouse gas emissions, 
reducing equivalent greenhouse gas emissions 
energy production. In response to the Kyoto 
European Community Directive 2001/77/EC 
the "biodegradeable fraction of industrial 
Facilities generating electricity using both 
provided credit for only the portion of the 

Solid Residues 

Essentially all conversion technologies will 
solid waste stream contain inorganic material, 
and how it is handled before it becomes a 
content of solid residue it may find commercial 
or hazardous waste landfills. 

Thermochemical 

All organic matter including biomass and 
Whether the feedstock is landfilled, composted, 
remains identical; the only difference is that 
heavy metals in their residue/ash in a concentrated 
mercury, will enter the gas phase in thermal 
exhausted to the atmosphere. Conversion technologies 
concentrate heavy metals already present in 
With proper management, the concentrated 
controlled manner that poses no greater environmental 
metals may even be reclaimed from the solid 
Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure 
shown in Table 7. Normally these residues 
Specialist" under regulations in the United 

including CO2  emissions. 
is through the use 

Protocol, the European 
(27 September 2001). 

and municipal waste" 

One important method 
of renewable resources 

Union is implementing 
The EC directive states 

is considered renewable. 
energy sources 

because all components 
of ash varies with the 

on markets and hazardous 
to be disposed in non-hazardous 

of heavy metals. 
the heavy metal 

processes retain most 
heavy metals, such 

be managed or captured 
heavy metals in ash 

otherwise be landfilled. 
treated and disposed of in 

landfilling. In some cases, 
testing is done by using 

established by the U.S. EPA 
-Hazardous" and "Non-

Union, and the U.S. 

renewable and non-renewable 
feedstock that is renewable. 

produce a solid residue 
or ash. The amount 

feedstock. Depending 
use or may need 

waste contains trace quantities 
gasified, or incinerated, 

thermal decomposition 
form. More volatile 

conversion and must 
do not generate 

the feedstock that would 
heavy metals can be 

threat than 
residue. Leachability 

(TCLP). The limits 
are classified as "Non

Kingdom, European 

53 

DRAFT—For Discussion Purposes Only. Do not cite or quote. 
Board Meeting Agenda Item 22 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 1 

                                                                                           

53  

 

Table 6. Emissions for Different Treatment Methods.  

Treatment (b) Treatment (a)-
Aerobic 

Composting 
Anaerobic 
Digestion 

Aerobic Stabilization Emission 
Compound 

Emission (g/ton) Emission (g/ton) Emission (g/ton) 
Total VOC 590 217 3 
NH3 152 1.8 41 
H2S Nd 17 nd 
Total Volatiles 742 236 44 

 

Another issue is greenhouse gas emissions, including CO2 emissions.  One important method in 
reducing equivalent greenhouse gas emissions is through the use of renewable resources for 
energy production.  In response to the Kyoto Protocol, the European Union is implementing 
European Community Directive 2001/77/EC (27 September 2001).  The EC directive states that 
the “biodegradeable fraction of industrial and municipal waste” is considered renewable. 
Facilities generating electricity using both renewable and non-renewable energy sources are 
provided credit for only the portion of the feedstock that is renewable. 

Solid Residues 

Essentially all conversion technologies will produce a solid residue because all components of the 
solid waste stream contain inorganic material, or ash.  The amount of ash varies with the material 
and how it is handled before it becomes a feedstock. Depending on markets and hazardous 
content of solid residue it may find commercial use or may need to be disposed in non-hazardous 
or hazardous waste landfills.  

Thermochemical 

All organic matter including biomass and waste contains trace quantities of heavy metals. 
Whether the feedstock is landfilled, composted, gasified, or incinerated, the heavy metal quantity 
remains identical; the only difference is that thermal decomposition processes retain most of the 
heavy metals in their residue/ash in a concentrated form. More volatile heavy metals, such as 
mercury, will enter the gas phase in thermal conversion and must be managed or captured before 
exhausted to the atmosphere. Conversion technologies do not generate heavy metals in ash but do 
concentrate heavy metals already present in the feedstock that would otherwise be landfilled. 
With proper management, the concentrated heavy metals can be treated and disposed of in a 
controlled manner that poses no greater environmental threat than landfilling. In some cases, 
metals may even be reclaimed from the solid residue.  Leachability testing is done by using the 
Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP).  The limits established by the U.S. EPA are 
shown in Table 7.  Normally these residues are classified as “Non-Hazardous” and “Non-
Specialist” under regulations in the United Kingdom, European Union, and the U.S. 
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Table 7. EPA Leachability Limits for Non-hazardous Waste 

METAL (*) 
U.S. EPA TCLP Test Limit 
(mg/L) 

Mercury (Hg) 0.2 

Cadmium (Cd) 1.0 

Arsenic (As) 5.0 

Lead (Pb) 5.0 

Chromium (Cr) 5.0 

Copper (Cu) Not Applicable 

Nickel (Ni) Not Applicable 

Zinc (Zn) Not Applicable 

Barium 100.0 

Selenium 1.0 

In many processes, the ash is vitrified by heating above the melting point or fusion temperature of 
the ash. This material is a hard glassy substance that has little if any leachability. The bottom ash 
and slag may also be used in different construction and other applications. A small amount of 
residue is generated by baghouse filters and scrubber solids, which must be periodically cleaned. 
Table 8 shows results of ash leaching tests from various thermochemical vendors. It is not known 
if the data provided by the vendors was independently verified by a third party, however, testing 
is typically conducted by a certified, independent laboratory. Regardless, the data shows that 
results of leaching tests are below the standards established by the U.S. EPA. 

Table 8. Leaching Data from Pyrolysis/Gasification Facilities 

Units As Ba Cd Cr Pb Hg 

BalPac mg/I 0.05 0.37 0.1 0.01 0.58 - 

Compact Power m/kg - - 4 - - 0.1 

Ebara/Alstom 
(glass 
granulate) 

mg/I - - <0.001 <0.005 0.013 <0.0005 

GEM ppm <100 - <100 1330 <100 <100 

Nexus mg/kg <1 - <0.05 <0.05 <1 <0.05 

PKA mg/I 0.002 - <0.001 <0.01 - <0.002 
Notes: As—Arsenic, Ba—Barium, Cd = Cadmium, Chromium, Pb—Lead, Hg—Mercury 

Regardless of the management process used, the amount of heavy metals contained in the 
feedstock itself primarily determines the metals concentration in the emissions. For any given 
technology, removing the main source of heavy metals is the most effective method for 
minimizing the level of trace heavy metals. 
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Table 7.  EPA Leachability Limits for Non-hazardous Waste 

 
METAL (*) 

U.S. EPA TCLP Test Limit 
(mg/L) 

Mercury (Hg) 0.2 
Cadmium (Cd) 1.0 
Arsenic (As) 5.0 
Lead (Pb) 5.0 
Chromium (Cr) 5.0 
Copper (Cu) Not Applicable 
Nickel (Ni) Not Applicable 
Zinc (Zn) Not Applicable 
Barium 100.0 
Selenium 1.0 

 

In many processes, the ash is vitrified by heating above the melting point or fusion temperature of 
the ash. This material is a hard glassy substance that has little if any leachability. The bottom ash 
and slag may also be used in different construction and other applications.  A small amount of 
residue is generated by baghouse filters and scrubber solids, which must be periodically cleaned.  
Table 8 shows results of ash leaching tests from various thermochemical vendors.  It is not known 
if the data provided by the vendors was independently verified by a third party, however, testing 
is typically conducted by a certified, independent laboratory.  Regardless, the data shows that 
results of leaching tests are below the standards established by the U.S. EPA.   

Table 8.  Leaching Data from Pyrolysis/Gasification Facilities 

 Units As Ba Cd Cr Pb Hg 
BalPac mg/l 0.05 0.37 0.1 0.01 0.58 - 
Compact Power m/kg - - 4 - - 0.1 
Ebara/Alstom 
(glass 
granulate) 

mg/l - - <0.001 <0.005 0.013 <0.0005 

GEM  ppm <100 - <100 1330 <100 <100 
Nexus  mg/kg <1 - <0.05 <0.05 <1 <0.05 
PKA mg/l 0.002 - <0.001 <0.01 - <0.002 

Notes: As=Arsenic, Ba=Barium, Cd = Cadmium, Chromium, Pb=Lead, Hg=Mercury 

Regardless of the management process used, the amount of heavy metals contained in the 
feedstock itself primarily determines the metals concentration in the emissions. For any given 
technology, removing the main source of heavy metals is the most effective method for 
minimizing the level of trace heavy metals.  
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Any claim by suppliers that a particular management process can eliminate or produce fewer 
trace heavy metals is not factual, though residues from varying processes can have different 
leachability levels and trace metals partitioning to air, solid, or liquid residues may vary. 

Biochemical 

In general, biochemical conversion processes have the potential for much more solid residue than 
that from thermochemical processes. Biochemical conversion requires more residence time 
compared with thermochemical methods so practical systems are not large enough to convert all 
biodegradable components. This combined with the lignin components of biomass, which are not 
biodegradable in practical systems, plus the ash in the material results in substantial solid residue 
that may or may not have commercial use. 

Liquid Residue 

Conversion technologies will also generate liquid residues that must be managed appropriately. 
As with the solids residue, the amount of liquid residue is dependent on the specific conversion 
process and feedstock. There are well-defined mechanisms already in place for dealing with 
these waste streams. Generally, these waste streams are subjected to conventional chemical 
treatment processes. Products from the gas cleaning and water recovery processes include 
industrial-grade salts and a separate precipitate containing the heavy metals from the feedstock 
stream. In some cases, this precipitate may be rich enough in zinc and lead to warrant recovery in 
a smelter operation. 

Thermochemical 

Pyrolytic oil can contain toxic substances including acids, alcohols, aldehydes, ketones, esters, 
heterocyclic derivatives and phenols. Most of these compounds are used in current industrial 
operations. Although these pyrolysis oils must be handled using appropriate precautions, they 
should pose no greater hazard than other industries where toxic substances are commonly used. 

When feedstocks containing elevated levels of chlorine are used, chlorinated hydrocarbon species 
can be expected to be found in the pyrolysis products, unless a strongly reducing high-pressure 
hydrogen atmosphere is used to prevent their formation. A study published in the technical 
journal Chemosphere ("Formation Characteristics of PCDD and PCDF during Pyrolysis 
Process")' found that the pyrolysis of the residue from shredding industrial light bulbs and 
refrigerators resulted in the formation of dioxins/furans on the order of 1,500 to 10,000 ng/g in 
the pyrolysis oil. 

Spent scrubber solutions from air pollution control equipment or boiler blow-down water must 
also be managed appropriately. 

Biochemical 

The liquid wastes generated by conversion processes include spent acid solutions from acid 
hydrolysis and liquid digestate from biochemical systems. Surplus water is usually generated 
from anaerobic digestion systems. Water quantity depends on the digestion technology as well as 
the substrate. In many instances, the liquid has a value as a fertilizer for agriculture application. 
Some compost operations can accept the liquid for compost moistening. 
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Any claim by suppliers that a particular management process can eliminate or produce fewer 
trace heavy metals is not factual, though residues from varying processes can have different 
leachability levels and trace metals partitioning to air, solid, or liquid residues may vary.  

 

Biochemical 

In general, biochemical conversion processes have the potential for much more solid residue than 
that from thermochemical processes. Biochemical conversion requires more residence time 
compared with thermochemical methods so practical systems are not large enough to convert all 
biodegradable components. This combined with the lignin components of biomass, which are not 
biodegradable in practical systems, plus the ash in the material results in substantial solid residue 
that may or may not have commercial use. 

Liquid Residue 

Conversion technologies will also generate liquid residues that must be managed appropriately.  
As with the solids residue, the amount of liquid residue is dependent on the specific conversion 
process and feedstock.  There are well-defined mechanisms already in place for dealing with 
these waste streams. Generally, these waste streams are subjected to conventional chemical 
treatment processes. Products from the gas cleaning and water recovery processes include 
industrial-grade salts and a separate precipitate containing the heavy metals from the feedstock 
stream. In some cases, this precipitate may be rich enough in zinc and lead to warrant recovery in 
a smelter operation.  

Thermochemical 

Pyrolytic oil can contain toxic substances including acids, alcohols, aldehydes, ketones, esters, 
heterocyclic derivatives and phenols. Most of these compounds are used in current industrial 
operations. Although these pyrolysis oils must be handled using appropriate precautions, they 
should pose no greater hazard than other industries where toxic substances are commonly used. 

When feedstocks containing elevated levels of chlorine are used, chlorinated hydrocarbon species 
can be expected to be found in the pyrolysis products, unless a strongly reducing high-pressure 
hydrogen atmosphere is used to prevent their formation.  A study published in the technical 
journal Chemosphere (“Formation Characteristics of PCDD and PCDF during Pyrolysis 
Process”)viii found that the pyrolysis of the residue from shredding industrial light bulbs and 
refrigerators resulted in the formation of dioxins/furans on the order of 1,500 to 10,000 ng/g in 
the pyrolysis oil. 

Spent scrubber solutions from air pollution control equipment or boiler blow-down water must 
also be managed appropriately.  

Biochemical 

The liquid wastes generated by conversion processes include spent acid solutions from acid 
hydrolysis and liquid digestate from biochemical systems.  Surplus water is usually generated 
from anaerobic digestion systems. Water quantity depends on the digestion technology as well as 
the substrate. In many instances, the liquid has a value as a fertilizer for agriculture application. 
Some compost operations can accept the liquid for compost moistening. 
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Nuisance Factors 

The nuisance factors associated with conversion technologies include 
emissions, dust, litter and debris, increased local traffic, aesthetics, 
general these impacts would not be expected to increase and may 
is experienced in existing solid waste facilities. The use of engines, 
produce electricity may result in increased noise but this is commonly 
generating equipment. Conversion processes generally occur in 
fugitive dust, and litter are not typically associated with the reactor 
location of conversion facilities at existing solid waste facilities 
traffic because the existing transportation infrastructure can be used 
transported via conveyor belts. However, there may be some minor 
with offsite transportation of commercial products and byproducts 

According to the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), the U.S. anthropogenic 
from waste management operations or landfills range from 29 percent 
due to different methane emission inventories maintained by the 
thermochemical and biochemical conversion processes, especially 
prospect of reducing methane emissions and leachate from landfills 
significant environmental benefit. Treatment or conversion of the 
the products of conversion may be more efficient than attempting 

Data Acquisition and Other Studies 
Acquiring data from operating facilities has been difficult because 
conversion technology facilities that use most-MRF MSW residuals 
address this data gap, the University of California researchers conducted 
conversion technology vendors. The survey asked for information 
types of feedstock processed, process design and description, and 
University researchers did receive some emissions data from vendors; 
independently verified nor test the test methodology known. Although 
vendors, the actual testing of samples is conducted by certified laboratories 
themselves. In addition, in many cases there is continuous emissions 
pollutants such as NOx and CO with simultaneous monitoring available 
control districts. 

Table 9. Emission Results for Various Pyrolysis/Gasification Facilities 

noise, odors, 
and animal and 

be reduced compared 
turbines, and 

mitigated by 
an enclosed vessel 

component of 
could minimize any 

fugitive 
insect pests. In 

with what 
generators to 

enclosing the 
so odors, 

the system. Co-
increased 

can be 
associated 

disposal. 

burden 
The range is 

For 
the 

most 
utilization of 
landfill gas. 

or the U.S. To 
of known 

status, 
9). The 

data were not 
from 

the vendors 
of criteria 

pollution 

noted) 

and material 
traffic impacts 

for marketing and 

methane 
to 37 percent. 

DOE and U.S. EPA. 
anaerobic digestion, 

is probably the 
waste stream and 
to capture and use 

there are no operating 
in California 

a survey 
such as commercial 

emissions data (Table 
however, the 
data may come 

and not 
monitoring 

to local air 

(mg/Nm3  unless 

PM NOx  CO VOC SO2 

Dioxins/ 
furan 

(ng/Nm3) 
HCI HF Cd Pb Hg 

US EPA limits 
. 8 

14  219.8 89.2 - 61.2 - 29.1 - 0.01533 0.1533 0.0613 

German limits 10 200 50 - 50 0.10 10 - 0.03 0.50 0.03 

Brightstar 1.6-
10  40-96 

440- 
625 0.05 <0.1 0.0331 <1.0 0.59 <0.0002 0.0051 - 

Compact 
Power 

0.1 
1 26.49 7.13 0.49 3.37 0.17 - - - - 

GEM 3 262 8 6 79 0.02 4 ND ND - ND 

Mitsui 
Babcock - 75 

PPm 
5  ppm - 8  ppm 0.016 9  ppm - - - - 
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Nuisance Factors 

The nuisance factors associated with conversion technologies include noise, odors, fugitive 
emissions, dust, litter and debris, increased local traffic, aesthetics, and animal and insect pests. In 
general these impacts would not be expected to increase and may be reduced compared with what 
is experienced in existing solid waste facilities. The use of engines, turbines, and generators to 
produce electricity may result in increased noise but this is commonly mitigated by enclosing the 
generating equipment. Conversion processes generally occur in an enclosed vessel so odors, 
fugitive dust, and litter are not typically associated with the reactor component of the system. Co-
location of conversion facilities at existing solid waste facilities could minimize any increased 
traffic because the existing transportation infrastructure can be used and material can be 
transported via conveyor belts. However, there may be some minor traffic impacts associated 
with offsite transportation of commercial products and byproducts for marketing and disposal. 

According to the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), the U.S. anthropogenic methane burden 
from waste management operations or landfills range from 29 percent to 37 percent. The range is 
due to different methane emission inventories maintained by the DOE and U.S. EPA.  For 
thermochemical and biochemical conversion processes, especially anaerobic digestion, the 
prospect of reducing methane emissions and leachate from landfills is probably the most 
significant environmental benefit.  Treatment or conversion of the waste stream and utilization of 
the products of conversion may be more efficient than attempting to capture and use landfill gas.   

Data Acquisition and Other Studies 
Acquiring data from operating facilities has been difficult because there are no operating 
conversion technology facilities that use most-MRF MSW residuals in California or the U.S.  To 
address this data gap, the University of California researchers conducted a survey of known 
conversion technology vendors.  The survey asked for information such as commercial status, 
types of feedstock processed, process design and description, and emissions data (Table 9).  The 
University researchers did receive some emissions data from vendors; however, the data were not 
independently verified nor test the test methodology known.  Although data may come from 
vendors, the actual testing of samples is conducted by certified laboratories and not the vendors 
themselves.  In addition, in many cases there is continuous emissions monitoring of criteria 
pollutants such as NOx and CO with simultaneous monitoring available to local air pollution 
control districts.     

Table 9.  Emission Results for Various Pyrolysis/Gasification Facilities (mg/Nm3 unless noted) 

 PM NOx CO VOC SO2

Dioxins/ 
furan 

(ng/Nm3) 
HCl HF Cd Pb Hg 

US EPA limits 18.
4 219.8 89.2 - 61.2 - 29.1 - 0.01533 0.1533 0.0613 

German limits 10 200 50 - 50 0.10 10 - 0.03 0.50 0.03 

Brightstar 1.6-
10 40-96 440-

625 0.05 <0.1 0.0331 <1.0 0.59 <0.0002 0.0051 - 

Compact 
Power 

0.1
1 26.49 7.13 0.49 3.37  0.17 - - - - 

GEM 3 262 8 6 79 0.02 4 ND ND - ND 
Mitsui 

Babcock 
 

- 75 
ppm 5 ppm - 8 ppm 0.016 9 ppm - - - - 
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Mitsui 
Babcock - <35 

PPm 
- - 

<10pp 
m <0.005 

<31 
ppm 

- - - - 

PKA 2.3 54 38 - 7.7 0.02 2.3 0.15 0.002 - 0.002 

Pyromex 1 135 38 - 20 0.005 1 0.03 - - 

Serpac 
4.2- 
5.2 

61- 
189 

0.5- 
2.5 - 0.0- 

5.6 0.002 1.7-5 <0.1 - - 0.05 

Technip 3 180 10 - 5 0.001 5 ND 0.02 0.02 

Thermoselect 0.8 
4 21.76 2.95 - 0.16 0007- . 0 

0.0011 0.001 0.013 0.0018 

Thide-Eddith - 470 50 - <200 30 <1 - - - 

Thide <3 - <20 - <4 <0.01 <10 - - - 

TPS 3-7 200- 
300 2.5-5 - 5-15 0.013 0.6-2 <0.1 <0.004 0.005 00.05 

Notes: PM= particulate matter VOCvolatile organic carbon, Cd = Cadmium, Pb=Lead, 
detect. 

Many existing conversion technologies in Europe and Japan must meet 
standards. These standards are based on stringent policies adopted by the 
Japan. There are a number of studies that provide emissions data from 
similar pollution control strategies to those used in alternative technologies. 
useful in predicting potential environmental impacts of California-based 
conversion facilities. University researchers reviewed scientific literature 
available data and found the following: 

MSW Gasification Study 

A July 2004 technical report published by JFE Group describes the results 
which MSW was processed at a gasification facility in Chiba City, Japan. 
approximately 15,000 tons of MSW over a continuous period of 93 days 
The facility is designed to process 300 tons per day of material. The synthesis 
2192°F for 2 seconds or longer followed by a cold-water quench to approximately 
oxygen-free environment to suppress the production of dioxins to an absolute 
concentration of dioxins in the synthetic gas was 0.00039 ng-TEQ/Nm3  
times less than the 0.1 ng-TEQ/Nm3  standard set by Japan's Ministry of 
slag that was produced also satisfied the leaching standard established 
for Recycling of Melted Solids of Municipal Solid Waste." The main 
However, since the average copper content was as high at 17.5%, it was 
for copper smelting. Sulfur was recovered as a material for the production 
metal hydroxides were used as material for zinc smelting. The total release 
synthetic gas, slag, sulfur, metal hydroxides, and recovered water was 
(micrograms-TEQ/Nm3) which is below Japan's future target of 5µg-TEQ/Nm3. 

The authors of the paper assumed that the feedstock used for testing had 
µg-TEQ/Nm3  and concluded that the gasification process used for testing 
in the decomposition of dioxins. Similar tests were conducted using industrial 
consisted of waste plastics, sludge, wood chips, and waste paper. Table 
the results of the testing. 

Table 10. Total Dioxin Emitted — Chiba Recycling Center 

Hg=Mercury, NI:not 

stringent regulatory 
European Union 

processes that employ 
Some of this data 

alternative waste 
and journals for 

of a 1999 study in 
The facility processed 

and a total of 130 
gas was held 

158°F in 
minimum. 

and 

is 

days. 
at 
an 

The 

The 

iron. 

and 
the 

10 

or approximately 1000 
the Environment. 

by the Japan's "Guideline 
metal component was 

recovered as a material 
of sulfuric acid, 
of dioxins from 

0.00069 µg-TEQ/Nm3  

a dioxin content of 
proved it performance 

waste which 
10 and Table 11 show 

(MSW) 
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Mitsui 
Babcock 

 
- <35 

ppm - - <10pp
m <0.005 

<31 
ppm 

- - - - 

PKA 2.3 54 38 - 7.7 0.02 2.3 0.15 0.002 - 0.002 
Pyromex 1 135 38 - 20 0.005 1 0.03 - -  

Serpac 4.2-
5.2 

61-
189 

0.5-
2.5 - 0.0-

5.6 0.002 1.7-5 <0.1 - - 0.05 

Technip 3 180 10 - 5 0.001 5 ND 0.02  0.02 
Thermoselect 

 
0.8
4 21.76 2.95 - 0.16 0.0007-

0.0011   0.001 0.013 0.0018 

Thide-Eddith - 470 50 - <200  30 <1 - - - 
Thide  <3 - <20 - <4 <0.01 <10  - - - 

TPS 3-7 200-
300 2.5-5 - 5-15 0.013 0.6-2 <0.1 <0.004 0.005 0.008-

0.05 
Notes: PM = particulate matter VOC=volatile organic carbon, Cd = Cadmium, Pb=Lead, Hg=Mercury,  ND=not 
detect. 

Many existing conversion technologies in Europe and Japan must meet stringent regulatory 
standards.  These standards are based on stringent policies adopted by the European Union and 
Japan. There are a number of studies that provide emissions data from processes that employ 
similar pollution control strategies to those used in alternative technologies. Some of this data is 
useful in predicting potential environmental impacts of California-based alternative waste 
conversion facilities.  University researchers reviewed scientific literature and journals for 
available data and found the following:  

MSW Gasification Study 

A July 2004 technical report published by JFE Group describes the results of a 1999 study in 
which MSW was processed at a gasification facility in Chiba City, Japan.  The facility processed 
approximately 15,000 tons of MSW over a continuous period of 93 days and a total of 130 days.  
The facility is designed to process 300 tons per day of material.  The synthesis gas was held at 
2192oF for 2 seconds or longer followed by a cold-water quench to approximately 158oF in an 
oxygen-free environment to suppress the production of dioxins to an absolute minimum.    The 
concentration of dioxins in the synthetic gas was 0.00039 ng-TEQ/Nm3 or approximately 1000 
times less than the 0.1 ng-TEQ/Nm3 standard set by Japan’s Ministry of the Environment.  The 
slag that was produced also satisfied the leaching standard established by the Japan’s “Guideline 
for Recycling of Melted Solids of Municipal Solid Waste.”  The main metal component was iron.  
However, since the average copper content was as high at 17.5%, it was recovered as a material 
for copper smelting.  Sulfur was recovered as a material for the production of sulfuric acid, and 
metal hydroxides were used as material for zinc smelting.  The total release of dioxins from the 
synthetic gas, slag, sulfur, metal hydroxides, and recovered water was 0.00069 µg-TEQ/Nm3 
(micrograms-TEQ/Nm3) which is below Japan’s future target of 5µg-TEQ/Nm3. 

The authors of the paper assumed that the feedstock used for testing had a dioxin content of 10 
µg-TEQ/Nm3 and concluded that the gasification process used for testing proved it performance 
in the decomposition of dioxins.  Similar tests were conducted using industrial waste which 
consisted of waste plastics, sludge, wood chips, and waste paper.  Table 10 and Table 11 show 
the results of the testing. 

Table 10. Total Dioxin Emitted – Chiba Recycling Center (MSW) 
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Product Dioxin Content Recovered Material 
Dioxin Output 

 
(µg-TEQ/t-waste) 

Synthesis gas 0.00039 ng-TEQ/Nm3  722 Nm3/ton 0.000 28 

Slag 0.0007 ng-TEQ/kg-dry 65 kg/ton 0.000 04 

Sulfur 0.35 ng-TEQ/kg-dry 0.52 kg/ton 0.000 18 

Metal Hydroxide 0.29 ng-TEQ/kg-dry 0.63 kg/ton 0.000 18 

Recovered Water 0.00001 ng-TEQ/liter 680 liter/ton 0.000 01 

Total Dioxins emitted 0.000 69 

Japan future target 5 

Tablell. Total Dioxin Emitted — Chiba Recycling Center (Industrial Waste) 

Product Dioxin Content Recovered Material 
Dioxin Output 

 
(µg-TEQ/t-waste) 

Synthesis gas 0.00030 ng-TEQ/Nm3  826 Nm3/ton 0.000 248 

Slag 0.00049 ng-TEQ/kg-dry 109 kg/ton 0.000 053 

Metal 0.00013 ng-TEQ/kg-dry 24.1 kg/ton 0.000 003 

Sulfur 0.0022 ng-TEQ/kg-dry 2.23 kg/ton 0.000 005 

Metal Hydroxide 0.00068 ng-TEQ/kg-dry 2.29 kg/ton 0.000 002 

Recovered Water 0.00006 ng-TEQ/liter 899 liter/ton 0 

Total Dioxins emitted 0.000 31 

Japan future target 5 

There was no data 
based on the results 
technical verification 
construction in Japan 
projects range in 

Plastics Gasification 

A separate report 
(EPIC). The report 
testing project utilized 
Inc. which is affiliated 
Sherbrooke, Quebec, 
The sampled feedstock 
plastics). Arthur 
retained by ENERKEM 
ENERKEM's gasification 

Table 12 summarizes 
Ontario. 

presented on other hazardous 
of the testing, the Japan 

and confirmation. At present, 
that will utilize the same 

size from 120 tons/day to 555 

Study 

was commissioned by the Environmental 

air pollutants or metal species. Regardless, 
Waste Management Association issued a summary of 

there are gasification projects under 
process as was tested in Chiba City. These 
tons/day. 

Plastics Industry Council of Canada 
of two types of plastic residue. The 

process owned by ENERKEM Technologies 
laboratory at the University of Sherbrooke in 

195 pounds per hour was processed for the tests. 
1 (polyethylene film) and EPIC 2 (#1 through #7 

Ltd., an independent testing contractor, was 
and assess the environmental performance of 

includes regulatory limits for the province of 

provides data from the gasification 
a fluidized bed gasification 
with an advanced research 

Canada. An average of 
was identified as EPIC 

Gordon Environmental Evaluators 
to conduct the testing 

process. 

air emissions data and 
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Product Dioxin Content Recovered Material 
Dioxin Output 
(µg-TEQ/t-waste) 

Synthesis gas 0.00039 ng-TEQ/Nm3 722 Nm3/ton 0.000 28 

Slag 0.0007 ng-TEQ/kg-dry 65 kg/ton 0.000 04 
Sulfur 0.35 ng-TEQ/kg-dry 0.52 kg/ton 0.000 18 
Metal Hydroxide 0.29 ng-TEQ/kg-dry 0.63 kg/ton 0.000 18 
Recovered Water 0.00001 ng-TEQ/liter 680 liter/ton 0.000 01 
Total Dioxins emitted 0.000 69 
Japan future target 5 

 

Table11.  Total Dioxin Emitted – Chiba Recycling Center (Industrial Waste) 

Product Dioxin Content Recovered Material 
Dioxin Output 
(µg-TEQ/t-waste) 

Synthesis gas 0.00030 ng-TEQ/Nm3 826 Nm3/ton 0.000 248 

Slag 0.00049 ng-TEQ/kg-dry 109 kg/ton 0.000 053 
Metal 0.00013 ng-TEQ/kg-dry 24.1 kg/ton 0.000 003 
Sulfur 0.0022 ng-TEQ/kg-dry 2.23 kg/ton 0.000 005 
Metal Hydroxide 0.00068 ng-TEQ/kg-dry 2.29 kg/ton 0.000 002 
Recovered Water 0.00006 ng-TEQ/liter 899 liter/ton 0 
Total Dioxins emitted 0.000 31 
Japan future target 5 

 

There was no data presented on other hazardous air pollutants or metal species.  Regardless, 
based on the results of the testing, the Japan Waste Management Association issued a summary of 
technical verification and confirmation.  At present, there are gasification projects under 
construction in Japan that will utilize the same process as was tested in Chiba City.  These 
projects range in size from 120 tons/day to 555 tons/day. 

Plastics Gasification Study 

A separate report was commissioned by the Environmental Plastics Industry Council of Canada 
(EPIC).  The report provides data from the gasification of two types of plastic residue.  The 
testing project utilized a fluidized bed gasification process owned by ENERKEM Technologies 
Inc. which is affiliated with an advanced research laboratory at the University of Sherbrooke in 
Sherbrooke, Quebec, Canada.  An average of 195 pounds per hour was processed for the tests.  
The sampled feedstock was identified as EPIC 1 (polyethylene film) and EPIC 2 (#1 through #7 
plastics).  Arthur Gordon Environmental Evaluators Ltd., an independent testing contractor, was 
retained by ENERKEM to conduct the testing and assess the environmental performance of 
ENERKEM’s gasification process.   

Table 12 summarizes air emissions data and includes regulatory limits for the province of 
Ontario.   
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Dioxin 

Data 
detailed 
of each 

followed 
TEQ 
mixed 
PCDD/F 
of sample 

Figure 
Kraus 

Table 12. Air Emissions Summary3  

in a 
samples 

present in 
ng/kg TEQ , 

10 ng/kg 
composted 
or why the 

results 

(Source 

Species EPIC 1 EPIC 2 Ontario 
Limit Units 

02 11 11 - % 

CO2  8.68 7.94 - % 

CO 0.9 1.3 50 mg/Rm3  

SO2  1 1 56 mg/Rm3  

NO, 48.6 47.1 110 PPMV 

THC 15 10 100 mg/Rm3  

Dioxin/Furans 0.005 0.03 0.08 ng-TEQ/Rm3  

Particulates 4.5 4.4 17 mg/Rm3  

HCI 2.3 1.5 27 mg/Rm3  

Chromium 20.08 7.73 - µ,g/Rm3  

Cadmium 1 7.46 14 

Mercury 0.62 3.82 20 

Lead 35.27 44.19 142 

PCB 0.1 0.11 - 

CP 0.64 0.33 - 

CB 0.51 0.55 - 

the amount 

in Trash and Compost 

from a dioxin analysis of compost and trash was conducted in 1992 and discussed 
report by Brinton (2000).' The results of this study show averages from several 

category showed the presence of dioxins/furans in household mixed waste was 
of 57 ng/kg TEQ. Composted mixed MSW had dioxin/furan levels of 38 

by compost of source separated household waste with 14 ng/kg TEQ and about 
in green and garden waste compost. Brinton (2000) did not indicate whether the 

household waste was from the same source as the raw mixed household waste 
concentration was lower in the composted mixed house waste. Figure 12 shows 
testing. 

12. Dioxins/Furans in raw household wastes and several compost types. 
and Gramme) (1992) as reported in Brinton (2000)) 

3  The units of measure use the symbol R. R stands for the reference conditions of 25°C at 1 atmosphere. 
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Table 12.  Air Emissions Summary3

Species EPIC 1 EPIC 2 Ontario 
Limit Units 

O2 11 11 - % 
CO2 8.68 7.94 - % 
CO 0.9 1.3 50 mg/Rm3

SO2 1 1 56 mg/Rm3

NOx 48.6 47.1 110 PPMV 
THC 15 10 100 mg/Rm3

Dioxin/Furans 0.005 0.03 0.08 ng-TEQ/Rm3

Particulates 4.5 4.4 17 mg/Rm3

HCl 2.3 1.5 27 mg/Rm3

Chromium 20.08 7.73 - µg/Rm3

Cadmium 1 7.46 14  
Mercury 0.62 3.82 20  
Lead 35.27 44.19 142  
PCB 0.1 0.11 -  
CP 0.64 0.33 -  
CB 0.51 0.55 -  

 

Dioxin in Trash and Compost 

Data from a dioxin analysis of compost and trash was conducted in 1992 and discussed in a 
detailed report by Brinton (2000).ix  The results of this study show averages from several samples 
of each category showed the presence of dioxins/furans in household mixed waste was present in 
the amount of 57 ng/kg TEQ. Composted mixed MSW had dioxin/furan levels of 38 ng/kg TEQ , 
followed by compost of source separated household waste with 14 ng/kg TEQ and about 10 ng/kg 
TEQ in green and garden waste compost. Brinton (2000) did not indicate whether the composted 
mixed household waste was from the same source as the raw mixed household waste or why the 
PCDD/F concentration was lower in the composted mixed house waste.  Figure 12 shows results 
of sample testing.   

Figure 12.  Dioxins/Furans in raw household wastes and several compost types. (Source 
Kraus and Grammel (1992) as reported in Brinton (2000))  

                                                 
3 The units of measure use the symbol R.  R stands for the reference conditions of 25oC at 1 atmosphere. 
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Acquisition of data from existing facilities in Europe and Japan has been very difficult and 
are questions regarding whether test methodologies are similar to those used in California, 
emissions limits in other countries compare to emissions limits in California, under what 
conditions were data acquired, and whether data has been verified by a third-party. Until 
conversion facility is constructed in California, these questions will always remain. 

Public Health Impacts 

The CIWMB entered into an interagency agreement with the Office of Environmental Health 
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) to review the Lifecycle and Market Impact Assessment of 
Noncombustion Conversion Technologies to determine if the information it contains would 
adequate for an assessment of risks to humans that may result from conversion technologies. 
primary goal of a human health risk assessment is to determine if the risk to human health 
by pollution released from a facility is unacceptable and requires regulatory intervention. 
assessment guidance published by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency identifies 
information required for risk assessments. This includes site-specific information, activities 
potentially-exposed persons, information that is adequate for identifying chemicals of potential 
concern and detailed information on the rates of release for these chemicals at the site. 

In addition, release or leak rates and distance to the facility property boundary are factors 
must be determined at a specific facility or at least represent worst-case scenarios. The 
Report is not a human health risk assessment and data provided by the UC Researchers 
was not of the type sufficient for OEHHA to fully assess the public health impacts of conversion 
technologies. Without additional information, OEHHA was not able to use the emission 
estimates to calculate concentrations of chemicals at locations where humans are exposed. 
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Acquisition of data from existing facilities in Europe and Japan has been very difficult and there 
are questions regarding whether test methodologies are similar to those used in California, how 
emissions limits in other countries compare to emissions limits in California, under what 
conditions were data acquired, and whether data has been verified by a third-party.  Until a 
conversion facility is constructed in California, these questions will always remain.     

Public Health Impacts 
The CIWMB entered into an interagency agreement with the Office of Environmental Health 
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) to review the Lifecycle and Market Impact Assessment of 
Noncombustion Conversion Technologies to determine if the information it contains would be 
adequate for an assessment of risks to humans that may result from conversion technologies.  The 
primary goal of a human health risk assessment is to determine if the risk to human health posed 
by pollution released from a facility is unacceptable and requires regulatory intervention.  Risk 
assessment guidance published by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency identifies 
information required for risk assessments.  This includes site-specific information, activities of 
potentially-exposed persons, information that is adequate for identifying chemicals of potential 
concern and detailed information on the rates of release for these chemicals at the site.   

In addition, release or leak rates and distance to the facility property boundary are factors that 
must be determined at a specific facility or at least represent worst-case scenarios.  The Lifecycle 
Report is not a human health risk assessment and data provided by the UC Researchers and RTI 
was not of the type sufficient for OEHHA to fully assess the public health impacts of conversion 
technologies.  Without additional information, OEHHA was not able to use the emission rate 
estimates to calculate concentrations of chemicals at locations where humans are exposed. 
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Lifecycle Assessment 
Assembly Bill 2770 required the CIWMB to prepare a report on noncombustion conversion 
technologies describing and evaluating their potential market and life cycle environmental 
impacts. The CIWMB awarded a contract to an RTI International (RTI) team to perform this 
work. RTI managed the project and was the lead on the life cycle assessment. 

The National Renewable Energy Laboratory prepared a materials and energy balance for selected 
conversion technologies and assisted RTI with the life cycle assessment. Hilton, Farnkopf & 
Hobson (HFH) was the lead on the market impact assessment. Boisson & Associates coordinated 
public input and provided advice and assistance related to study design and presentation. 

The goal of the lifecycle and market impact assessment was to address two primary questions: 

1. What are the life cycle environmental impacts of conversion technologies and how do these 
compare to those of existing MSW management practices? 

2. What are the economic, financial, and institutional impacts of conversion technologies on 
recycling and composting markets? 

There are currently no operating conversion facilities that use municipal solid waste as a 
feedstock which presented a problem for data acquisition. RTI relied upon data provided by 
vendors but some stakeholder groups have expressed concern over the use of emissions data 
provided by vendors and question the accuracy of the reported data. Prior to beginning research, 
detailed technical memoranda were prepared describing the study methodologies. The draft 
methodologies were discussed at a focus group meeting hosted by the CIWMB in Sacramento on 
August 11, 2003, and circulated to a peer review group. The proposed methodologies were 
subsequently revised based on input received from the meeting participants and peer reviewers. 
Analysis was conducted using the peer reviewed methodologies. Preliminary findings from the 
life cycle assessment and the market impact assessment were circulated to peer reviewers and 
were also discussed at a public workshop on April 15, 2004. Further revisions and analysis were 
conducted after this review. 

The lifecycle study analyzed the impacts of one particular hypothetical scenario for the 
development of conversion technologies in California. This scenario includes the siting of 12 
facilities using three specific technologies in two regions over a period of seven years. 

Selected Conversion Technologies 

Three conversion technologies were selected for study. The selected technologies were 
concentrated acid hydrolysis, gasification, and catalytic cracking. They were chosen because 
municipalities in California have shown particular interest in them, as evidenced by requests for 
information. The technologies are commercial-ready based on research conducted prior to the 
start of this project, and data describing the technologies were relatively available. 

Approach 

The term "life cycle assessment" describes a type of systems analysis that accounts for the 
complete set of upstream and downstream energy and environmental impacts associated with 
production systems. A life cycle assessment was conducted to assess the environmental 
performance of hypothetical conversion technology growth scenarios when compared to several 
alternative management scenarios involving landfill disposal, recycling, composting, and waste-
to-energy. The contractors approached the study by the following steps: 
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information. The technologies are commercial-ready based on research conducted prior to the 
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1. Define the scope, boundaries, and specific process steps for the acid hydrolysis, gasification, 
and catalytic cracking technologies. 

2. Collect data and develop materials and energy balance models for each conversion 
technology. 

3. Construct life cycle inventory modules for each conversion technology by adding life cycle 
burdens and benefits to the materials and energy balance models. 

4. Apply RTI's Municipal Solid Waste Decision Support Tool (MSW DST) to inventory the full 
life cycle impacts of the conversion technologies scenarios (from the collection of waste to its 
ultimate disposition), as well as for several alternative management practices involving 
recycling, composting, waste-to-energy, and landfill disposal. 

Figure 13 illustrates the overall life cycle system boundaries for a conversion technology system. 
In the figure, the boundaries include not only the conversion technology and other MSW 
management operations, but also the processes that supply inputs to those operations, such as 
fuels, electricity, and materials production. Likewise, any useful energy or products produced 
from the conversion technology system are included in the study boundaries as offsets. An offset 
is the displacement of energy or materials produced from primary (virgin) resources that results 
from using secondary (recycled) energy or materials. 

Figure 13. Life cycle System Boundaries 
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Assumed Geographic Locations and Development Rate 

The San Francisco Bay Area and the Greater Los Angeles Area were selected for study because a 
large percentage of California's MSW is generated and processed within them. For purposes of 
this study, it was assumed that the Greater Los Angeles region includes the counties of Los 
Angeles, Orange, Riverside, and San Bernardino. 

2003 (Base Year) 

• Three 500 dry tpd acid hydrolysis facilities in each region (1,500 dry tpd total). 

• Four 500 dry tpd gasification facilities in each region (2,000 dry tpd total). 

• One stand-alone, 50 dry tpd catalytic cracking facility in each region. 
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Assumed Geographic Locations and Development Rate 

The San Francisco Bay Area and the Greater Los Angeles Area were selected for study because a 
large percentage of California’s MSW is generated and processed within them. For purposes of 
this study, it was assumed that the Greater Los Angeles region includes the counties of Los 
Angeles, Orange, Riverside, and San Bernardino.  

2003 (Base Year) 

• Three 500 dry tpd acid hydrolysis facilities in each region (1,500 dry tpd total). 

• Four 500 dry tpd gasification facilities in each region (2,000 dry tpd total). 

• One stand-alone, 50 dry tpd catalytic cracking facility in each region. 
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Years 2004 to 2010  

• One additional 500 dry tpd gasification plant built in each region in the year 2005. 

• Two additional 500 dry tpd acid hydrolysis plants built in each region in 2007. 

• One additional 500 dry tpd gasification plant built in each region in 2010. 

The conversion technology facilities were assumed to begin operating in both regions at varying 
capacities from the base year of 2003 to 2010, as summarized in Table 13 below. 

Table 13. Facility Configurations, 2003 to 2010, dry tons per day 

would 
accept 

the 
Bay 

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Acid Hydrolysis 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 

Gasification 2,000 2,000 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 3,000 

Catalytic Cracking 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 

TOTAL 3,550 3,550 4,050 4,050 5,050 5,050 5,050 5,550 

Life Cycle Inventory Scenarios Analyzed 
RTI generated inventory results for the hypothetical conversion technology growth scenario 
outlined in Table 13, as well as for several alternative management scenarios. The LCI results 
were generated for the Greater Los Angeles and San Francisco Bay Regions for the conversion 
technology scenarios when compared to scenarios using existing MSW management practices 
from 2003 to 2010. The complete set of scenarios analyzed consists of the following: 

1. Landfill with no gas collection (worst landfill case). 

2. Landfill with gas collection and flaring (average landfill case). 

3. Landfill with gas collection and energy recovery (best landfill case). 

4. WTE combustion with ferrous recovery and disposal of combustion ash. 

5. Organics composting (inorganic wastes are landfilled). 

6. Mixed waste recycling (with 35percent separation efficiency at the MRF). 

7. Mixed waste recycling (with 55 percent separation efficiency at the MRF). 

8. Mixed waste recycling (with 75 percent separation efficiency at the MRF). 

Conversion Technology Feedstock Assumptions 
The conversion technologies modeled for this study would be handling waste material that 
otherwise be disposed in landfills. Because each conversion technology facility can only 
certain materials in its process, the scenarios included up-front material separation activities 
similar to those found in a mixed-waste MRF and would be consistent with policy 
recommendations adopted by the CIWMB at its April 2002 meeting. 

Table 14 summarizes the assumed annual capacities and incoming waste needs based on 
composition (see Table 15) of waste landfilled in the Greater Los Angeles and San Francisco 
regions 
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Years 2004 to 2010 

• One additional 500 dry tpd gasification plant built in each region in the year 2005. 

• Two additional 500 dry tpd acid hydrolysis plants built in each region in 2007. 

• One additional 500 dry tpd gasification plant built in each region in 2010. 

The conversion technology facilities were assumed to begin operating in both regions at varying 
capacities from the base year of 2003 to 2010, as summarized in Table 13 below. 
 

Table 13. Facility Configurations, 2003 to 2010, dry tons per day 

 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 
Acid Hydrolysis 1,500 1,500 1,500 1,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500
Gasification 2,000 2,000 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 3,000
Catalytic Cracking 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 
TOTAL 3,550 3,550 4,050 4,050 5,050 5,050 5,050 5,550

 

Life Cycle Inventory Scenarios Analyzed 
RTI generated inventory results for the hypothetical conversion technology growth scenario 
outlined in Table 13, as well as for several alternative management scenarios. The LCI results 
were generated for the Greater Los Angeles and San Francisco Bay Regions for the conversion 
technology scenarios when compared to scenarios using existing MSW management practices 
from 2003 to 2010. The complete set of scenarios analyzed consists of the following: 

1. Landfill with no gas collection (worst landfill case). 

2. Landfill with gas collection and flaring (average landfill case). 

3. Landfill with gas collection and energy recovery (best landfill case). 

4. WTE combustion with ferrous recovery and disposal of combustion ash. 

5. Organics composting (inorganic wastes are landfilled). 

6. Mixed waste recycling (with 35percent separation efficiency at the MRF). 

7. Mixed waste recycling (with 55 percent separation efficiency at the MRF). 

8. Mixed waste recycling (with 75 percent separation efficiency at the MRF). 

Conversion Technology Feedstock Assumptions 
The conversion technologies modeled for this study would be handling waste material that would 
otherwise be disposed in landfills. Because each conversion technology facility can only accept 
certain materials in its process, the scenarios included up-front material separation activities 
similar to those found in a mixed-waste MRF and would be consistent with policy 
recommendations adopted by the CIWMB at its April 2002 meeting.   

Table 14 summarizes the assumed annual capacities and incoming waste needs based on the 
composition (see Table 15) of waste landfilled in the Greater Los Angeles and San Francisco Bay 
regions 
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Landfills operate as material is brought in and are typically shut down on Sundays and holidays. 
Conversion technology facilities will not operate in the same manner, because it is time-
consuming and economically prohibitive to shut down and bring an operating plant back on-line 
unless absolutely necessary. Therefore, to accommodate for this, there are a couple of days worth 
of storage for the waste that is brought to the plant to ensure continuous operation. It was 
assumed that the facilities operate 90 percent of the time, with limited downtime assumed for 
machine maintenance and service disruptions. Based on 90 percent operating capacity or 
operating 329 out of 365 days per year, the feedstock tonnage demands that are listed in Table 6 
was assumed. 
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Table 14. Assumed Annual Capacities and Incoming Waste Needs 

Technology 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

Wet Tons Per Year (based on 329 operating days per year) 

Acid Hydrolysis 493,500 493,500 493,500 493,500 822,500 822,500 822,500 822,500 

Gasification 658,000 658,000 822,500 822,500 822,500 822,500 822,500 987,000 

Catalytic Cracking 16,450 16,450 16,450 16,450 16,450 16,450 16,450 16,450 

Total 1,167,950 1,167,950 1,332,450 1,332,450 1,661,450 1,661,450 1,661,450 1,825,950 

Required Incoming Tonnage (Wet) Before Sorting-Greater Los Angeles Region 

Acid Hydrolysis 630,176 629,260 629,260 629,260 1,048,766 1,048,766 1,048,766 1,048,766 

Gasification 737,681 734,863 918,579 918,579 918,579 918,579 918,579 1,102,294 

Catalytic Cracking 1,092,230 1,092,230 1,064,427 1,064,427 1,064,427 1,064,427 1,064,427 1,064,427 

Total 1,367,857 1,364,123 1,547,839 1,547,839 1,967,345 1,967,345 1,967,345 2,151,060 

Required Incoming Tonnage (Wet) Before Sorting-San Francisco Bay Region 

Acid Hydrolysis 641,780 643,525 643,525 643,525 1,072,542 1,072,542 1,072,542 1,072,542 

Gasification 754,643 754,475 943,093 943,093 943,093 943,093 943,093 1,131,712 

Catalytic Cracking 1,078,636 1,078,636 1,118,529 1,118,529 1,118,529 1,118,529 1,118,529 1,118,529 

Total 1,396,423 1,398,000 1,586,618 1,586,618 2,015,635 2,015,635 2,015,635 2,204,254 
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Table 15. Assumed Percent Composition of Waste Sent to Conversion Technology Facilitiesa  

Component 
Los Angeles San Francisco 

2003 2004-2010 2003 2004-2010 

Paper 32.5 31.5 32.2 31.6 

Plastic 11.5 11.7 10.8 11.1 

Metals 7.6 7.3 9.6 9.6 

Glass 3.8 3.7 3.9 3.9 

Organics 42.8 43.9 41.6 41.9 

Miscellaneous 1.9 1.8 1.9 1.9 

a  Construction and demolition, industrial, and hazardous waste are assumed not sent to conversion technology 
facilities. 
Note: Values may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. 

The conversion technologies and alternative scenarios were evaluated consistently on an "apples 
to apples" basis. RTI assumed that each of the nine scenarios manages the same quantity and 
composition of waste from each region for each year. For example, the same quantity and 
composition of MSW from the Greater Los Angeles region is sent to the conversion technology 
scenario, as well as to the other eight alternative scenarios. Therefore, for each region and study 
year, the results across the nine scenarios can be directly compared. 

Study Limitations 

This is the first study to attempt to comprehensively analyze environmental and market impacts 
of conversion technologies that utilize post-MRF MSW as a feedstock. The technologies 
analyzed do not operate at commercial scale in the United States so acquisition of primary data 
was very difficult. The study approach is based on reasonable and conservative assumptions of 
conversion technologies. Data that was acquired was from conversion technology vendors and 
was not independently verified by a third-party. 

Lifecycle Results 
The results for selected life cycle parameters for the hypothetical conversion technology scenarios 
are shown relative to comparable alternative management scenarios in Figures 14 through 21. 
These parameters were identified as being the most important and include net annual energy 
consumption, sulfur oxides (SOX) emissions, NOx  emissions, and carbon equivalents. 

Net Energy Consumption 

Energy is consumed by all waste management activities as well as by the processes to produce 
energy and material inputs that are included in the life cycle inventory. Energy offsets can result 
from the production of fuels or electrical energy and from the recycling of materials. Energy is an 
important parameter in life cycle studies, because it often drives the results of the study due to the 
significant amounts of air and water emissions associated with energy production. 

As shown in Figures 14 and 15, the hypothetical conversion technology scenarios for the Greater 
Los Angeles and San Francisco Bay regions result in a large net energy savings. As compared to 
the alternative management scenarios, the conversion technology scenario ranges from about 2 
times lower in net energy consumption when compared to the WTE scenario (the next best 
energy performer), and about 11 times lower that the landfill without energy recovery scenarios 
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Table 15. Assumed Percent Composition of Waste Sent to Conversion Technology Facilitiesa

Los Angeles San Francisco 
Component 

2003 2004–2010 2003 2004–2010 

Paper 32.5 31.5 32.2 31.6 
Plastic 11.5 11.7 10.8 11.1 
Metals 7.6 7.3 9.6 9.6 
Glass 3.8 3.7 3.9 3.9 
Organics 42.8 43.9 41.6 41.9 
Miscellaneous 1.9 1.8 1.9 1.9 
a Construction and demolition, industrial, and hazardous waste are assumed not sent to conversion technology 
facilities. 
Note:  Values may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. 
 

The conversion technologies and alternative scenarios were evaluated consistently on an “apples 
to apples” basis.  RTI assumed that each of the nine scenarios manages the same quantity and 
composition of waste from each region for each year. For example, the same quantity and 
composition of MSW from the Greater Los Angeles region is sent to the conversion technology 
scenario, as well as to the other eight alternative scenarios. Therefore, for each region and study 
year, the results across the nine scenarios can be directly compared. 

Study Limitations 

This is the first study to attempt to comprehensively analyze environmental and market impacts 
of conversion technologies that utilize post-MRF MSW as a feedstock.  The technologies 
analyzed do not operate at commercial scale in the United States so acquisition of primary data 
was very difficult.  The study approach is based on reasonable and conservative assumptions of 
conversion technologies.  Data that was acquired was from conversion technology vendors and 
was not independently verified by a third-party.  

Lifecycle Results 
The results for selected life cycle parameters for the hypothetical conversion technology scenarios 
are shown relative to comparable alternative management scenarios in Figures 14 through 21. 
These parameters were identified as being the most important and include net annual energy 
consumption, sulfur oxides (SOx) emissions, NOx emissions, and carbon equivalents.  

Net Energy Consumption 

Energy is consumed by all waste management activities as well as by the processes to produce 
energy and material inputs that are included in the life cycle inventory. Energy offsets can result 
from the production of fuels or electrical energy and from the recycling of materials. Energy is an 
important parameter in life cycle studies, because it often drives the results of the study due to the 
significant amounts of air and water emissions associated with energy production. 

As shown in Figures 14 and 15, the hypothetical conversion technology scenarios for the Greater 
Los Angeles and San Francisco Bay regions result in a large net energy savings. As compared to 
the alternative management scenarios, the conversion technology scenario ranges from about 2 
times lower in net energy consumption when compared to the WTE scenario (the next best 
energy performer), and about 11 times lower that the landfill without energy recovery scenarios 
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(the highest energy consumer). The recycling scenarios also resulted in net energy savings, 
although the levels were lower than the levels achieved by the conversion technology scenario 
and the WTE scenario. 

Figure 14. Greater Los Angeles Region, Annual Net Energy Consumption 
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Figure 15. San Francisco Bay Region, Annual Net Energy Consumption 
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The net energy savings attributed to the hypothetical conversion technology scenario results from 
the following aspects: 

• Electrical energy produced by gasification and acid hydrolysis technologies, which offsets 
electrical energy produced in the utility sector. 

• Fuels produced by acid hydrolysis and catalytic cracking, which offset the production of fuels 
from fossil sources. 

• Materials recovered from the gasification and acid hydrolysis preprocessing steps and sent for 
recycling, which offsets the extraction of virgin resources and production of virgin materials. 
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(the highest energy consumer). The recycling scenarios also resulted in net energy savings, 
although the levels were lower than the levels achieved by the conversion technology scenario 
and the WTE scenario. 
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Figure 15. San Francisco Bay Region, Annual Net Energy Consumption 
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The net energy savings attributed to the hypothetical conversion technology scenario results from 
the following aspects: 

• Electrical energy produced by gasification and acid hydrolysis technologies, which offsets 
electrical energy produced in the utility sector. 

• Fuels produced by acid hydrolysis and catalytic cracking, which offset the production of fuels 
from fossil sources. 

• Materials recovered from the gasification and acid hydrolysis preprocessing steps and sent for 
recycling, which offsets the extraction of virgin resources and production of virgin materials. 
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One interesting finding was that the energy savings potential resulting from the additional 
materials recycling is a significant side benefit of the gasification and acid hydrolysis 
technologies and contributes approximately 10 to 20 percent of the total net energy savings. 

The landfill scenarios without gas collection and utilization had the highest net energy 
consumption. Even the best-case landfill scenario (with gas collection and energy recovery) was 
significantly higher in energy consumption than the conversion technology scenario. The compost 
scenario consumed slightly less energy than the landfill scenarios without energy recovery and 
was higher in energy consumption when compared to the landfill scenario with gas collection and 
energy recovery. (Note: No offset was assumed for the compost product. Including an offset 
would likely drop the energy consumption to near zero and may even result in a net energy 
savings.) 

The factors that led to the WTE scenario's high net energy savings include the electricity 
production offset and some steel-recycling offsets. Although the WTE scenario utilizes more 
MSW as feedstock than the conversion technologies, the energy offset is not as large as the offset 
shown by the conversion technology scenario. This is due to the greater efficiency of the 
conversion technologies in converting waste to energy (that is, more energy is produced per ton 
of waste input). 

The recycling scenarios also were net energy savers, although the savings were not as large as 
that seen in the conversion technology and WTE scenarios. The reason for this is because even 
with high separation efficiencies (75 percent) at the MRF, a large portion (up to 50 percent or 
more) of the MSW is non-recyclable material that must be landfilled, such as food waste and non-
recyclable material. Therefore, although recycling generates significant energy savings, a 
significant energy burden is associated with landfill disposal of the non-recyclable portion of the 
waste. 

Nitrogen Oxide Emissions 

NO„ emissions can lead to such environmental impacts as smog production, acid deposition, and 
decreased visibility. NO„ emissions are largely the result of fuel combustion processes. Likewise, 
NO„ emission offsets can result from the displacement of combustion activities, mainly fuels and 
electrical energy production. 

As shown in Figure 16 and Figure 17, the hypothetical conversion technology scenario showed 
the lowest net levels of NO„ emissions and resulted in a significant net NO„ emissions avoidance. 
Although the conversion technologies produce NO„ emissions, the net avoidance is a result of 
significant offsets of NO,, emissions associated with the production of energy and recovery and 
the recycling of materials, coupled with the low amount of NOx emissions from the gasification 
plants. 

The only other scenario to show a net NO„ emissions avoidance was the high recycling scenario. 
All of the other alternative management scenarios are net NO„ producers. The landfill and 
compost scenarios showed the highest levels of NO„ emissions. The WTE and low- and mid-level 
recycling scenarios showed about one-half to one-third of the NO„ emissions levels returned by 
the landfill and compost scenarios. The NO„ associated with the landfill and compost scenario 
largely results from the collection of waste and fuel combusted by landfill and compost 
equipment such as graders, compactors, grinders, shredders, and windrow turners. 
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One interesting finding was that the energy savings potential resulting from the additional 
materials recycling is a significant side benefit of the gasification and acid hydrolysis 
technologies and contributes approximately 10 to 20 percent of the total net energy savings. 

The landfill scenarios without gas collection and utilization had the highest net energy 
consumption. Even the best-case landfill scenario (with gas collection and energy recovery) was 
significantly higher in energy consumption than the conversion technology scenario. The compost 
scenario consumed slightly less energy than the landfill scenarios without energy recovery and 
was higher in energy consumption when compared to the landfill scenario with gas collection and 
energy recovery. (Note: No offset was assumed for the compost product. Including an offset 
would likely drop the energy consumption to near zero and may even result in a net energy 
savings.) 

The factors that led to the WTE scenario’s high net energy savings include the electricity 
production offset and some steel-recycling offsets. Although the WTE scenario utilizes more 
MSW as feedstock than the conversion technologies, the energy offset is not as large as the offset 
shown by the conversion technology scenario. This is due to the greater efficiency of the 
conversion technologies in converting waste to energy (that is, more energy is produced per ton 
of waste input). 

The recycling scenarios also were net energy savers, although the savings were not as large as 
that seen in the conversion technology and WTE scenarios. The reason for this is because even 
with high separation efficiencies (75 percent) at the MRF, a large portion (up to 50 percent or 
more) of the MSW is non-recyclable material that must be landfilled, such as food waste and non-
recyclable material. Therefore, although recycling generates significant energy savings, a 
significant energy burden is associated with landfill disposal of the non-recyclable portion of the 
waste. 

Nitrogen Oxide Emissions 

NOx emissions can lead to such environmental impacts as smog production, acid deposition, and 
decreased visibility. NOx emissions are largely the result of fuel combustion processes. Likewise, 
NOx emission offsets can result from the displacement of combustion activities, mainly fuels and 
electrical energy production. 

As shown in Figure 16 and Figure 17, the hypothetical conversion technology scenario showed 
the lowest net levels of NOx emissions and resulted in a significant net NOx emissions avoidance. 
Although the conversion technologies produce NOx emissions, the net avoidance is a result of 
significant offsets of NOx emissions associated with the production of energy and recovery and 
the recycling of materials, coupled with the low amount of NOx emissions from the gasification 
plants. 

The only other scenario to show a net NOx emissions avoidance was the high recycling scenario. 
All of the other alternative management scenarios are net NOx producers. The landfill and 
compost scenarios showed the highest levels of NOx emissions. The WTE and low- and mid-level 
recycling scenarios showed about one-half to one-third of the NOx emissions levels returned by 
the landfill and compost scenarios. The NOx associated with the landfill and compost scenario 
largely results from the collection of waste and fuel combusted by landfill and compost 
equipment such as graders, compactors, grinders, shredders, and windrow turners. 
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Figure 16. Greater Los Angeles Region, Annual Net NOx Emissions 
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Figure 17. San Francisco Bay Region, Annual Net NOx Emissions 
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For the recycling scenarios, the low-separation efficiency (35 percent) system generated NO at 
levels comparable to those from the WTE scenario. Moving from the low- to mid- to high-
separation efficiency MRF scenarios, NO emissions were greatly reduced, largely as a result of 
NO avoidance associated with the offset of virgin materials production. 

Sulfur Oxide Emissions 

SOX  emissions can lead to environmental impacts such as acid deposition, corrosion, and 
decreased visibility. Similar to NOR, SOX  emissions are largely the result of fuel combustion 
processes. Likewise, SO, emission offsets can result from the displacement of combustion 
activities, mainly fuels and electrical energy production, as well as the use of lower sulfur-
containing fuels. 

As shown in Figures 18 and 19, the WTE scenario resulted in the lowest levels of SO, emissions 
and a significant net avoidance of SO, emissions results for electrical energy production and 
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Figure 16. Greater Los Angeles Region, Annual Net NOx Emissions 
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Figure 17. San Francisco Bay Region, Annual Net NOx Emissions 
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For the recycling scenarios, the low-separation efficiency (35 percent) system generated NOx at 
levels comparable to those from the WTE scenario. Moving from the low- to mid- to high-
separation efficiency MRF scenarios, NOx emissions were greatly reduced, largely as a result of 
NOx avoidance associated with the offset of virgin materials production. 

Sulfur Oxide Emissions 

SOx emissions can lead to environmental impacts such as acid deposition, corrosion, and 
decreased visibility. Similar to NOx, SOx emissions are largely the result of fuel combustion 
processes. Likewise, SOx emission offsets can result from the displacement of combustion 
activities, mainly fuels and electrical energy production, as well as the use of lower sulfur-
containing fuels. 

As shown in Figures 18 and 19, the WTE scenario resulted in the lowest levels of SOx emissions 
and a significant net avoidance of SOx emissions results for electrical energy production and 
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ferrous metal recovery and recycling. The hypothetical conversion technology scenario resulted 
in the next lowest levels of SOx  emissions and also a net avoidance of SOx  emissions. The level of 
savings is approximately on par with that achieved through the 75 percent recycling scenario. The 
gasification system resulted in a significant SOx  savings from electrical energy offsets, whereas 
the catalytic cracking and acid hydrolysis technologies resulted in positive SOx  emissions. The 
main source of SOx emissions for the acid hydrolysis system came from the production of 
sulfuric acid, which is a required input for the ethanol production plant. Although catalytic 
cracking generated a SOx  offset, production of diesel fuel from fossil petroleum is avoided. 
Because of this, the SOx  emissions from the MRF operations were slightly higher than the offset. 

The up and down bar pattern in the conversion technology scenario graph was a result of the 
addition of acid hydrolysis capacity in 2007. Because there are significant SOx  emissions 
associated with sulfuric acid production, when two additional acid hydrolysis plants are put on 
line in 2007, the net SOx  emissions savings is decreased from 2005, where only a new 
gasification plant is added. 

The landfill with gas collection and energy recovery scenarios and recycling scenarios also 
exhibited net SOx  emission savings. These savings were the result of the offsets of fossil fuel 
production and combustion in the utility sector for the landfill scenario, as well as the virgin 
materials offsets associated with the recycling scenarios. 

Figure 18. Greater Los Angeles Region, Annual Net SOx Emissions 
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ferrous metal recovery and recycling. The hypothetical conversion technology scenario resulted 
in the next lowest levels of SOx emissions and also a net avoidance of SOx emissions. The level of 
savings is approximately on par with that achieved through the 75 percent recycling scenario. The 
gasification system resulted in a significant SOx savings from electrical energy offsets, whereas 
the catalytic cracking and acid hydrolysis technologies resulted in positive SOx emissions. The 
main source of SOx emissions for the acid hydrolysis system came from the production of 
sulfuric acid, which is a required input for the ethanol production plant. Although catalytic 
cracking generated a SOx offset, production of diesel fuel from fossil petroleum is avoided. 
Because of this, the SOx emissions from the MRF operations were slightly higher than the offset. 

The up and down bar pattern in the conversion technology scenario graph was a result of the 
addition of acid hydrolysis capacity in 2007. Because there are significant SOx emissions 
associated with sulfuric acid production, when two additional acid hydrolysis plants are put on 
line in 2007, the net SOx emissions savings is decreased from 2005, where only a new 
gasification plant is added. 

The landfill with gas collection and energy recovery scenarios and recycling scenarios also 
exhibited net SOx emission savings. These savings were the result of the offsets of fossil fuel 
production and combustion in the utility sector for the landfill scenario, as well as the virgin 
materials offsets associated with the recycling scenarios. 

 
Figure 18. Greater Los Angeles Region, Annual Net SOx Emissions  

 
 

-6,000,000
-5,000,000
-4,000,000
-3,000,000
-2,000,000
-1,000,000

0
1,000,000
2,000,000
3,000,000

La
nd

fil
l -

 V

La
nd

fil
l -

 F

La
nd

fil
l -

 E
R

W
TE

C
om

po
st

R
ec

yc
lin

g 
35

R
ec

yc
lin

g 
55

R
ec

yc
lin

g 
75 C
T

Po
un

ds
 S

O
x 2003

2005
2007
2010

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut



DRAFT—For Discussion Purposes Only. Do not cite or quote. 

Board Meeting Agenda Item 22 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 1 

Figure 19. San Francisco Bay Region, Annual Net SO, Emissions 
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Carbon Emissions 

Carbon emissions contribute to the greenhouse effect; thus, these emissions can lead to climate 
change and its associated impacts. Carbon emissions can result from the combustion of fossil 
fuels and the biodegradation of organic materials (for example, methane gas from landfills). 
Offsets of carbon emissions can result from the displacement of fossil fuels, materials recycling, 
and the diversion of organic wastes from landfills. 

As shown in Figures 20 and 21, both the WTE and hypothetical conversion technology scenarios 
resulted in a slight net carbon emission savings. As expected, the landfill with the gas venting 
scenario produced the highest levels of carbon emissions. The remaining scenarios (landfill with 
gas management, compost, and recycling) all produced comparable levels of carbon emissions. 

Figure 20. Greater Los Angeles Region, Annual Net Carbon Emissions 
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Figure 19. San Francisco Bay Region, Annual Net SOx Emissions 
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Carbon Emissions 

Carbon emissions contribute to the greenhouse effect; thus, these emissions can lead to climate 
change and its associated impacts. Carbon emissions can result from the combustion of fossil 
fuels and the biodegradation of organic materials (for example, methane gas from landfills). 
Offsets of carbon emissions can result from the displacement of fossil fuels, materials recycling, 
and the diversion of organic wastes from landfills.  

As shown in Figures 20 and 21, both the WTE and hypothetical conversion technology scenarios 
resulted in a slight net carbon emission savings. As expected, the landfill with the gas venting 
scenario produced the highest levels of carbon emissions. The remaining scenarios (landfill with 
gas management, compost, and recycling) all produced comparable levels of carbon emissions. 

Figure 20. Greater Los Angeles Region, Annual Net Carbon Emissions 
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Figure 21. San Francisco Bay Region, Annual Net Carbon Emissions 
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the RTI Project Team used the best available information to characterize the life 
market impacts resulting from the hypothetical conversion technology scenarios, the 

technologies do not exist in California or the U.S so a number of assumptions 
made about their design and operating characteristics. Until there are actual operating 

where credible, primary data can be readily obtained, the following findings need 
as general directional conclusions rather than absolute conclusions. 

The amount of energy produced by the hypothetical conversion technology scenario is 
than the alternative management scenarios studied and creates large life cycle benefits. 

For criteria air pollutants, the hypothetical conversion technology scenario is better when 
compared to the alternative management scenarios. 

From a climate change perspective, the hypothetical conversion technology scenario is 
generally better than the alternative management scenarios. 

There are not enough data to adequately assess the potential for the hypothetical conversion 
technology scenario to produce emissions of dioxins, furans, and other hazardous air 
pollutants. 

The environmental benefits of the hypothetical conversion technology scenario are highly 
dependent upon their ability to achieve high conversion efficiencies and materials recycling 
rates. 

Conversion technologies would decrease the amount of waste disposed of in landfills. 

No conversion technology facilities exist in the United States for MSW. Therefore, there 
high level of uncertainty regarding their environmental performance. 
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Figure 21. San Francisco Bay Region, Annual Net Carbon Emissions 
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Key Findings 
Although the RTI Project Team used the best available information to characterize the life cycle 
and market impacts resulting from the hypothetical conversion technology scenarios, the 
conversion technologies do not exist in California or the U.S so a number of assumptions have 
been made about their design and operating characteristics.  Until there are actual operating 
facilities where credible, primary data can be readily obtained, the following findings need to be 
considered as general directional conclusions rather than absolute conclusions.  

1. The amount of energy produced by the hypothetical conversion technology scenario is larger 
than the alternative management scenarios studied and creates large life cycle benefits. 

2. For criteria air pollutants, the hypothetical conversion technology scenario is better when 
compared to the alternative management scenarios. 

3. From a climate change perspective, the hypothetical conversion technology scenario is 
generally better than the alternative management scenarios. 

4. There are not enough data to adequately assess the potential for the hypothetical conversion 
technology scenario to produce emissions of dioxins, furans, and other hazardous air 
pollutants. 

5. The environmental benefits of the hypothetical conversion technology scenario are highly 
dependent upon their ability to achieve high conversion efficiencies and materials recycling 
rates. 

6. Conversion technologies would decrease the amount of waste disposed of in landfills. 

7. No conversion technology facilities exist in the United States for MSW. Therefore, there is a 
high level of uncertainty regarding their environmental performance. 
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Other Studies 
Two papers discussing lifecycle results for solid waste management scenarios were recently 
released. One study compared results from four lifecycle analysis methods for Korean mixed 
solid waste and practices with landfilling being the business as usual case.' The other study 
compared several current European solid waste treatment practices using a single lifecycle 
methodology.' The functional unit of waste in the Korean study was one ton of the complete 
mixed MSW stream whereas the European study used 10,000 tons of source separated household 
and yard waste (biogenic fraction of solid waste). The European study did not consider landfilling 
untreated biogenic solid waste in the lifecycle study because landfilling is banned in many 
countries of the EU and will likely be banned through out the EU in the future. 

For the study in Korea, landfilling (with no landfill gas recovery) has the highest life-cycle 
environmental impact whereas combustion and anaerobic digestion (both with energy recovery) 
had the lowest (Figure 22). Open composting consistently ranked second highest in lifecycle 
impacts. 

Figure 22. LCA Methodologies Results - Solid Waste Management Scenarios 
Korea (adapted from Seo, et al. (2004)). 
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are based on equal amounts of "standard" Korean solid waste treated in one of four 
landfill with no collection of landfill gas, (2) composting with stabilized residue 

(3) anaerobic digestion with energy recovery and stabilized residue sent to landfill, 
with energy recovery and residue landfilled. 

landfilling had the highest negative environmental impact due largely to global 
contribution and water quality. Averaging the results from the four lifecycle methods, 

had three times the negative environmental impact as open composting. Recovery 
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Impacts are based on equal amounts of “standard” Korean solid waste treated in one of four ways: 
(1) dry-tomb landfill with no collection of landfill gas, (2) composting with stabilized residue sent 
to landfill, (3) anaerobic digestion with energy recovery and stabilized residue sent to landfill, and 
(4) combustion with energy recovery and residue landfilled. 

In each case, landfilling had the highest negative environmental impact due largely to global 
warming contribution and water quality. Averaging the results from the four lifecycle methods, 
landfilling had three times the negative environmental impact as open composting.  Recovery of 
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landfill gas and energy production in the landfill scenario would reduce the negative impacts but 
would likely still be larger than the compost scenario. 

In the Korean study, composting has high impacts due to the relatively large amount of energy 
required for the process, some emissions of VOCs and its effect on leachate after being landfilled. 
Using the compost in land application or soil amendment instead of putting in the landfill would 
likely reduce its overall impact. 

Combustion with energy recovery ranked lowest in environmental impact in three of the four 
methodologies. Anaerobic digestion with energy recovery and landfilling of the solid residue had 
very good overall environmental impacts in the study. It was ranked second lowest (in negative 
impacts) in three methods and lowest by one of the methods. 

Caution should be used in generalizing these results for application in California. There are at 
least two important management practices that are likely to be used in California: landfill gas 
would be recovered and flared or converted to energy, and some or all composted material would 
not go to landfill. 

The European study used operating data from full size commercial composting and anaerobic 
digestion facilities in Switzerland. The options evaluated included combustion with energy 
recovery, anaerobic digestion with energy recovery followed by aerobic stabilization of the 
digestate, and open composting with periodic windrow turning. The stabilized digestate and 
compost product were assumed to be land applied. 

Figure 23 below shows the relative environmental impact of three treatment options for the 
biogenic portion of solid waste. Open composting and combustion were nearly equal in terms of 
environmental impact. 

Figure 23. Relative Impact from Treatment Options for Biogenic Wastes for a Scenario in 
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landfill gas and energy production in the landfill scenario would reduce the negative impacts but 
would likely still be larger than the compost scenario.  

In the Korean study, composting has high impacts due to the relatively large amount of energy 
required for the process, some emissions of VOCs and its effect on leachate after being landfilled. 
Using the compost in land application or soil amendment instead of putting in the landfill would 
likely reduce its overall impact. 

Combustion with energy recovery ranked lowest in environmental impact in three of the four 
methodologies.  Anaerobic digestion with energy recovery and landfilling of the solid residue had 
very good overall environmental impacts in the study. It was ranked second lowest (in negative 
impacts) in three methods and lowest by one of the methods. 

Caution should be used in generalizing these results for application in California. There are at 
least two important management practices that are likely to be used in California: landfill gas 
would be recovered and flared or converted to energy, and some or all composted material would 
not go to landfill. 

The European study used operating data from full size commercial composting and anaerobic 
digestion facilities in Switzerland.  The options evaluated included combustion with energy 
recovery, anaerobic digestion with energy recovery followed by aerobic stabilization of the 
digestate, and open composting with periodic windrow turning.  The stabilized digestate and 
compost product were assumed to be land applied.  

Figure 23 below shows the relative environmental impact of three treatment options for the 
biogenic portion of solid waste. Open composting and combustion were nearly equal in terms of 
environmental impact.  

Figure 23. Relative Impact from Treatment Options for Biogenic Wastes for a Scenario in 
Europe  
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Landfilling untreated biogenic waste was not evaluated because it is generally no longer practiced 
in much of Europe. 

Anaerobic digestion had the lowest life cycle impact. Because the stabilized solid residuals from 
the two biochemical treatment types (open composting and anaerobic digestion) were land 
applied, then the relative impacts of the three treatment methods in the European study are more 
applicable to comparing to California for source separated biogenic fraction of household and 
yard wastes. 

In 1998, the Center for the Analysis & Dissemination of Demonstrated Energy Technologies 
(CADDET)4  and the International Energy Agency (IEA) prepared a report on the current status of 
"Advanced Thermal Conversion Technologies for Energy from Solid Waste." Advanced thermal 
technologies referred to pyrolysis and gasification of municipal solid waste. CADDET concluded 
the following: 

• Advanced thermal conversion technologies would be able to meet current emission 
standards as they apply to waste combustion and could meet tighter limits. 

• Gasification and pyrolysis have the potential to produce less ash than waste combustion. 

• Presence of recycling programs may improve economics by reducing pre-treatment 
requirements. 

• Advanced thermal conversion technologies have several potential benefits over waste 
incineration including lower environmental impacts, higher electrical conversion 
efficiencies, and greater compatibility with recycling. 

• Advanced conversion technologies will be most appropriate where these advantages are 
policy requirements. 

The report from CADDET points out that prior to 1990, several facilities using unsorted MSW 
were abandoned due to technical problems. This proved that advanced technologies require a 
more homogeneous feedstock and a pre-treatment step (sorting and size reduction) prior to 
conversion. Pre-treatment provides an opportunity to remove additional recyclables from the 
feedstock. 

Market Impact Assessment 
AB 2770 requires the CIWMB' s report on conversion technology to include "A description and 
evaluation of the impacts on the recycling and composting markets as a result of each conversion 
technology." The general approach was to collect data regarding the current marketplace, 
including quantities and compositions of various waste and recycling streams; the entities that 
make decisions regarding disposition of these materials (for example, generators, jurisdictions, 
MRF operators, and haulers); the reasons for those decisions (for example, Integrated Waste 
Management Act regulatory mandates, political mandates, costs, and transportation distances); 
and the quality and quantity needs of paper and plastic recycling processors and exporters and the 
composting/mulch industry. The relationships of material movement through the system were 
then modeled and overlaid the conversion technology system configurations, quality, 

4  The CADDET program was established in 1998 with an agreement with TEA to promote the international exchange of 
information on energy-efficient technologies. The program is supported by 10 counties including the United States. 
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4 The CADDET program was established in 1998 with an agreement with IEA to promote the international exchange of 
information on energy-efficient technologies.  The program is supported by 10 counties including the United States. 
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composition, and price of material needs in order to estimate what might occur to the recycling 
and composting industries if such conversion technology facilities were developed. 

Methodology 

The methodology for conducting the market impact assessment involved determining baseline 
projections for waste management practices and recycling in each study region, adjusting these 
baseline projections by overlaying the hypothetical conversion technology scenario described 
earlier, and then analyzing the likely impacts. 

Additionally, the contractor evaluated how these findings would change if the State adopted 
certain adjustments to State policy on allowing diversion credit for waste sent to conversion 
technology facilities. The study findings are based on the assumption that private sector decision-
makers act to maximize profit, and that public sector decision-makers act to minimize cost with 
the additional responsibility of achieving Integrated Waste Management Act (IWMA) diversion 
mandates and operating sound solid waste management systems. 

The RTI project team identified, reviewed, and compiled a vast amount of data and information 
related to conversion technology facilities and California waste management practices and 
markets. Primary data sources included interviews with conversion technology developers, 
government solid waste and recycling officials, industry experts, and review of conversion 
technology bid and contractual documents. 

Secondary data sources included the CIWMB and other State and federal agencies, industry trade 
associations, industry publications, previously prepared reports and Hilton, Farnkopf, & Hobson's 
in-house data and information. The data gathering effort was supplemented by a concurrent 
CIWMB-sponsored University of California study of conversion technologies, and by 
information and modeling conducted by the National Renewable Energy Laboratory. 

The main data analysis steps included: 

• Characterizing the market place for potential conversion technology feedstock types, 
including mixed municipal solid waste; residuals from materials recovery facilities; and 
recyclable paper, plastics, green waste, and other organic materials. This included analysis of 
the quantity projected to be available, export trends, demand trends, pricing trends, and the 
key factors influencing future trends. Recycling growth projections were based on 
municipally planned programs, average growth rates for each material, and consideration of 
factors affecting markets. 

• Characterizing the composition of mixed waste and MRF residuals available to conversion 
technology facilities. This required developing baseline waste composition estimates based 
on statewide averages, and then adjusting them to reflect the population of each study region, 
recycling growth, and population increases. 

• Estimating the specific feedstock needs of each type of conversion technology and 
developing assumptions for the types of sorting and other preparation required. This included 
estimating the amount of additional recycling likely to occur as a result of feedstock 
treatment at CT facilities. 

• Characterizing the types of existing institutional arrangements, including contractual terms 
currently used by municipalities related to their solid waste and recycling objectives. This 
also included an analysis of California jurisdictions interested in conversion technology. 

• Analyzing likely conversion technology pricing and contractual arrangements. 

76 

DRAFT—For Discussion Purposes Only. Do not cite or quote. 
Board Meeting Agenda Item 22 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 1

                                                                                           

76 

composition, and price of material needs in order to estimate what might occur to the recycling 
and composting industries if such conversion technology facilities were developed. 

Methodology 

The methodology for conducting the market impact assessment involved determining baseline 
projections for waste management practices and recycling in each study region, adjusting these 
baseline projections by overlaying the hypothetical conversion technology scenario described 
earlier, and then analyzing the likely impacts. 

Additionally, the contractor evaluated how these findings would change if the State adopted 
certain adjustments to State policy on allowing diversion credit for waste sent to conversion 
technology facilities. The study findings are based on the assumption that private sector decision-
makers act to maximize profit, and that public sector decision-makers act to minimize cost with 
the additional responsibility of achieving Integrated Waste Management Act (IWMA) diversion 
mandates and operating sound solid waste management systems. 

The RTI project team identified, reviewed, and compiled a vast amount of data and information 
related to conversion technology facilities and California waste management practices and 
markets. Primary data sources included interviews with conversion technology developers, 
government solid waste and recycling officials, industry experts, and review of conversion 
technology bid and contractual documents. 

Secondary data sources included the CIWMB and other State and federal agencies, industry trade 
associations, industry publications, previously prepared reports and Hilton, Farnkopf, & Hobson’s 
in-house data and information. The data gathering effort was supplemented by a concurrent 
CIWMB-sponsored University of California study of conversion technologies, and by 
information and modeling conducted by the National Renewable Energy Laboratory. 

The main data analysis steps included: 

• Characterizing the market place for potential conversion technology feedstock types, 
including mixed municipal solid waste; residuals from materials recovery facilities; and 
recyclable paper, plastics, green waste, and other organic materials. This included analysis of 
the quantity projected to be available, export trends, demand trends, pricing trends, and the 
key factors influencing future trends. Recycling growth projections were based on 
municipally planned programs, average growth rates for each material, and consideration of 
factors affecting markets. 

• Characterizing the composition of mixed waste and MRF residuals available to conversion 
technology facilities. This required developing baseline waste composition estimates based 
on statewide averages, and then adjusting them to reflect the population of each study region, 
recycling growth, and population increases. 

• Estimating the specific feedstock needs of each type of conversion technology and 
developing assumptions for the types of sorting and other preparation required. This included 
estimating the amount of additional recycling likely to occur as a result of feedstock 
treatment at CT facilities. 

• Characterizing the types of existing institutional arrangements, including contractual terms 
currently used by municipalities related to their solid waste and recycling objectives. This 
also included an analysis of California jurisdictions interested in conversion technology. 

• Analyzing likely conversion technology pricing and contractual arrangements. 



DRAFT—For Discussion Purposes Only. Do not cite or quote. 

Board Meeting Agenda Item 22 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 1 

• Analyzing typical materials recovery facility and recycling collection economics. 

• Analyzing typical jobs and revenue associated with recycling and conversion technology 
activities. 

A financial model was developed to input and summarize data and to perform certain 
calculations. A more detailed description of the financial model is included in Appendix ZZZ. 

It should also be noted that prior to commencing any analysis, the methodology used to conduct 
the market impact assessment was peer reviewed by the University of California and the 
California Air Resources Board Financial Modeling Section. The peer reviewers all stated that 
the proposed methodology was sound. 

Markets for Feedstock 
Potential Sources 

This study looked at the possibility of using the following feedstocks for conversion technologies: 

• Paper. 

• Plastic. 

• Organics and green waste. 

• Material destined for landfilling, including materials recovery facilities' residuals. 

The conversion technologies studied are anticipated to receive material normally destined for 
landfilling, not separated recyclables or green waste. The impact on recycling markets would be 
from the small amount of additional diversion recovered during presorting of feedstock to prepare 
it for conversion. 

Research was conducted on each of the feedstock types listed above to determine current and past 
pricing, as well as current and historical levels of recovery. In addition, data was gathered 
regarding the historical exports of paper and plastics and experts' opinions regarding the future of 
export markets. Detailed information on historical and projected future prices, quantities, market 
forces affecting demand and pricing for the potential feedstocks, such as paper, plastic, organics, 
and material destined for landfilling can be found in Appendix AAA — Life Cycle and Market 
Impact Assessment of Noncombustion Waste Conversion Technologies. 

Paper 

Paper is an acceptable feedstock for acid hydrolysis and gasification because of the cellulosic and 
calorific value of paper fiber. Once paper is recovered from the waste stream, it may be 
processed at a recycling facility, sold to a paper broker, and then sent to either an in-country 
recycler or an exporter. The total amount of paper recovered in the United States is tracked by the 
American Forest and Paper Association (AF&PA); however, the origin of each collection or 
shipment of recovered paper is not recorded. In order to approximate the number of tons that are 
attributable to the San Francisco Bay and the Greater Los Angeles regions, HFH allocated 
tonnage based on each region's share of the U.S. population. As shown in Table 16, the Greater 
Los Angeles region accounted for 5.7 percent of the total national population in 2002, and the San 
Francisco Bay region accounted for 2.4 percent. Based on these percentages, it was estimated that 
the non-exported recovered paper tonnage was 2 1 million tons for the Greater Los Angeles 
region and 0.9 million tons for the San Francisco Bay region. 
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• Analyzing typical materials recovery facility and recycling collection economics. 
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A financial model was developed to input and summarize data and to perform certain 
calculations. A more detailed description of the financial model is included in Appendix ZZZ.   

It should also be noted that prior to commencing any analysis, the methodology used to conduct 
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The conversion technologies studied are anticipated to receive material normally destined for 
landfilling, not separated recyclables or green waste. The impact on recycling markets would be 
from the small amount of additional diversion recovered during presorting of feedstock to prepare 
it for conversion. 

Research was conducted on each of the feedstock types listed above to determine current and past 
pricing, as well as current and historical levels of recovery. In addition, data was gathered 
regarding the historical exports of paper and plastics and experts’ opinions regarding the future of 
export markets.  Detailed information on historical and projected future prices, quantities, market 
forces affecting demand and pricing for the potential feedstocks, such as paper, plastic, organics, 
and material destined for landfilling can be found in Appendix AAA – Life Cycle and Market 
Impact Assessment of Noncombustion Waste Conversion Technologies. 

Paper 

Paper is an acceptable feedstock for acid hydrolysis and gasification because of the cellulosic and 
calorific value of paper fiber.  Once paper is recovered from the waste stream, it may be 
processed at a recycling facility, sold to a paper broker, and then sent to either an in-country 
recycler or an exporter. The total amount of paper recovered in the United States is tracked by the 
American Forest and Paper Association (AF&PA); however, the origin of each collection or 
shipment of recovered paper is not recorded. In order to approximate the number of tons that are 
attributable to the San Francisco Bay and the Greater Los Angeles regions, HFH allocated 
tonnage based on each region’s share of the U.S. population. As shown in Table 16, the Greater 
Los Angeles region accounted for 5.7 percent of the total national population in 2002, and the San 
Francisco Bay region accounted for 2.4 percent. Based on these percentages, it was estimated that 
the non-exported recovered paper tonnage was 2.1 million tons for the Greater Los Angeles 
region and 0.9 million tons for the San Francisco Bay region. 
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Area Population % of Population In-Country 
Tonnage 

United Statesa  287,973,924 100 36,368,000 

Greater Los Angeles Areab  16,469,900 5.73 2,084,000 

San Francisco Bay Regionb  6,994,500 2.43 884,000 
aUnited States Census Bureau, July 1, 2002 
b  California Department of Finance, Jan. 1, 2003 
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San Francisco Bay Regionb 6,994,500 2.43 884,000 
aUnited States Census Bureau, July 1, 2002 
b California Department of Finance, Jan. 1, 2003 
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Scrap Paper Exports 

Paper Export Methodology 

Because the exporting of scrap paper has been an increasingly more significant force, impacting 
prices and availability of scrap paper in California for the last several years, and because export 
issues were of great interest to the focus group on the technical memorandum, a significant 
portion of the market impact study efforts was devoted to scrap paper exports. 

As presented in Table17, approximately 15 6 million tons of scrap paper was exported through 
the San Francisco port areas and Los Angeles port areas during the five-year period from 1998 to 
2002. Of the 15 6 million total five-year tonnage, 71 percent originated from the Los Angeles port 
areas and 29 percent originated from the San Francisco port areas. In the 2002, the amount of 
scrap paper exported from the Los Angeles port areas was 2.6 million tons and 1 1 million tons 
from the San Francisco Port areas. 

Table 17. Summary of Tons and Revenue from Export of Scrap Paper in the San Francisco Port 
Areas and Los Angeles Port Areas 

Tons (in 1,000) Revenue (in $1,000) Average 
Year 

SFPAa  LAPAb  Total SFPA LAPA Total 
Revenue/ 

Ton 

1998 632 1,653 2,285 $54,761 $139,136 $193,897 $84.86 

1999 729 1,887 2,616 63,147 168,090 231,237 $88.39 

2000 1,016 2,368 3,384 91,298 245,721 337,019 $99.59 

2001 1,062 2,552 3,614 71,840 187,786 259,626 $71.84 

2002 1,060 2,612 3,672 75,998 212,368 288,366 $78.53 

Total 4,499 11,072 15,571 $357,044 $953,101 $1,310,145 $84.14 

1998-2002 
% Growth 

68% 58% 61% 39% 53% 49% N/A 

% of Total 29% 71% 100% 27% 73% 100% N/A 
aSFPA-San Francisco port 
bLAPA-Los Angeles port 

As shown in Table 
percent of total scrap 
five-year period 
million tons in 2002, 

areas 
areas 

18, mixed paper, corrugated containers, and newsprint accounted for 79 
paper exports from the San Francisco and Los Angeles port areas over the 

from 1998 to 2002. Export of mixed paper had increased by fourfold to 1.6 
compared to 0.4 million tons in 1998. The growth in exported mixed paper 

accounted for the bulk of the total exported scrap paper growth of 1 4 million tons from 1998 to 
2002. 

Table 18. Summary of Exports from the San Francisco Port Area and Los Angeles Port Areas 
Combined, by Paper Grade 

Year 

Recycled Paper Grades (1,000 tons) 

Total Chemical 
Pulp 

Corrugated 
Containers 

Deinking Mechanical 
Pulp 

Mixed 
Paper 

Newsprint 

Total port areas 

1998 268 819 176 168 405 449 2,285 
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Scrap Paper Exports 

Paper Export Methodology 

Because the exporting of scrap paper has been an increasingly more significant force, impacting 
prices and availability of scrap paper in California for the last several years, and because export 
issues were of great interest to the focus group on the technical memorandum, a significant 
portion of the market impact study efforts was devoted to scrap paper exports. 

As presented in Table17, approximately 15.6 million tons of scrap paper was exported through 
the San Francisco port areas and Los Angeles port areas during the five-year period from 1998 to 
2002. Of the 15.6 million total five-year tonnage, 71 percent originated from the Los Angeles port 
areas and 29 percent originated from the San Francisco port areas. In the 2002, the amount of 
scrap paper exported from the Los Angeles port areas was 2.6 million tons and 1.1 million tons 
from the San Francisco Port areas.  

Table 17. Summary of Tons and Revenue from Export of Scrap Paper in the San Francisco Port 
Areas and Los Angeles Port Areas 

Tons (in 1,000) Revenue (in $1,000) 
Year 

SFPAa LAPAb Total SFPA LAPA Total 

Average 
Revenue/ 

Ton 

1998 632 1,653 2,285 $54,761 $139,136 $193,897 $84.86 
1999 729 1,887 2,616 63,147 168,090 231,237 $88.39 
2000 1,016 2,368 3,384 91,298 245,721 337,019 $99.59 
2001 1,062 2,552 3,614 71,840 187,786 259,626 $71.84 
2002 1,060 2,612 3,672 75,998 212,368 288,366 $78.53 
Total 4,499 11,072 15,571 $357,044 $953,101 $1,310,145 $84.14 

1998–2002 
% Growth 68% 58% 61% 39% 53% 49% N/A 

% of Total 29% 71% 100% 27% 73% 100% N/A 
aSFPA—San Francisco port areas  
bLAPA—Los Angeles port areas 

As shown in Table 18, mixed paper, corrugated containers, and newsprint accounted for 79 
percent of total scrap paper exports from the San Francisco and Los Angeles port areas over the 
five-year period from 1998 to 2002. Export of mixed paper had increased by fourfold to 1.6 
million tons in 2002, compared to 0.4 million tons in 1998. The growth in exported mixed paper 
accounted for the bulk of the total exported scrap paper growth of 1.4 million tons from 1998 to 
2002. 

Table 18. Summary of Exports from the San Francisco Port Area and Los Angeles Port Areas 
Combined, by Paper Grade 

Recycled Paper Grades (1,000 tons) 
Year Chemical 

Pulp 
Corrugated 
Containers Deinking Mechanical 

Pulp 
Mixed 
Paper Newsprint 

Total 

Total port areas 

1998 268 819 176 168 405 449 2,285 
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Recycled Paper Grades (1,000 tons) 

1999 350 689 184 213 619 561 2,616 

2000 332 961 209 213 1,089 580 3,384 

2001 123 915 222 228 1,580 546 3,614 

2002 134 1,045 106 251 1,618 518 3,672 

Total 1,207 4,429 897 1,073 5,311 2,654 15,571 
% of 
Total 8% 28% 6% 7% 34% 17% 100% 

Growth -51% 28% -40% 49% 300% 15% 61% 
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Year Number of Facilities Amount Processed 

2001 160 6,000,000 

2003 159 8,000,000 
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Recycled Paper Grades (1,000 tons) 

1999 350 689 184 213 619 561 2,616 
2000 332 961 209 213 1,089 580 3,384 
2001 123 915 222 228 1,580 546 3,614 
2002 134 1,045 106 251 1,618 518 3,672 
Total  1,207 4,429 897 1,073 5,311 2,654 15,571 
% of 
Total 8% 28% 6% 7% 34% 17% 100% 

Growth -51% 28% -40% 49% 300% 15% 61% 
 

Plastics 

Export data for plastics was not available to the same level as export data for scrap paper.  Similar 
to paper, regional plastics recycling tracking systems do not exist.  Plastics recycling tonnage in 
the two study regions was estimated by using statewide data that had previously been compiled 
for the CIWMB, California’s Bottle Bill data and information from R.W. Beck’s U.S. Recycling 
Economic Information Study conducted in July 2001.  The data from these sources suggest that 
301,969 tons of plastics were recycled in 2003.  Of that statewide amount, HFH estimated that 
138,906 tons of plastics were recycled in the Los Angeles Basin study region and 60,394 tons of 
plastics were recycling in the San Francisco Bay Area study region. 

According to the Plastics White Paper, Optimizing Plastics Use, Recycling, and Disposal in 
California, May 2003, the national production of plastics has grown at a rate of 4.9 percent per 
year since 1973. However, plastics recycling growth has lagged production growth.  Any growth 
that has occurred can be attributed to the demand in China. According to Waste News in its March 
15, 2004 issue, the amount of PET collected for recycling in the United States has held steady for 
several years at about 400,000 tons. However, exports, mainly to China, have risen from 45,000 
tons in 1998 to 137,500 tons in 2002. The demand from China could vary tremendously and 
unpredictably. As with paper recycling, this export factor would have a far greater and less 
predictable or controllable effect on plastics recycling in California, compared to the conversion 
technologies proposed in this study. 

Organics 

According to the 2003 waste characterization study conducted by the CIWMB, approximately 30 
percent of the material currently landfilled is organic in nature.  In addition, the CIWMB 
commissioned the Second Assessment of California’s Compost- and Mulch-Producing 
Infrastructure, published in May 2004.  Overall, approximately 8 million tons of organic material 
was collected and processed statewide in 2003.  A similar survey was conducted in 2001 which 
showed that 6 million tons statewide were processed.  Table 19 shows survey results for 2001 and 
2003 

Table 19.  Organics Collection Data 

Year  Number of Facilities Amount Processed 

2001 160 6,000,000 
2003 159 8,000,000 
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Although there has been some growth in the recovery and processing of organic materials, it has 
not shown the growth of other recyclable materials. A significant factor in the use of green waste 
for composting is its use as alternative daily cover (ADC). The use of ADC has grown by 46% 
from 2001 to 2003 and may be a larger market impact on compost facilities than would 
conversion facilities. 

Another factor that may affect future markets for organics is the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District's Rule 1133. This rule has been established by the SCAQMD and requires 
monitoring and reduction of volatile organic compounds from compost facilities. More stringent 
requirements may be imposed in the future and compliance with these more stringent 
requirements could be very costly to compost producers with the ultimate consequence of driving 
them out of business or to locations outside of the air district. 

Key Findings 
One of the primary study objectives was to estimate impacts that the development of conversion 
technologies would have on the existing recycling and composting industries. Pricing and 
availability of suitable feedstock materials (for conversion technologies, landfilling, recycling, 
and green waste) are the basis for most of the findings presented herein. The following findings 
assume that the conversion technologies would not receive diversion credit: 

Finding #1: There is a projected net positive impact on glass, metal, and plastic recycling 
under the "base case" conversion technology scenarios in lifecycle/market impact study. 

Using mixed solid waste as feedstock, preprocessing results in removal of 7 to 8 percent of 
feedstock for recycling at gasification facilities and 12 to 13 percent of feedstock for recycling at 
acid hydrolysis facilities. The new recycling is related to conversion technology preprocessing 
operations. Certain materials, such as glass and metals, can reduce the efficiency of conversion 
technology operations and can improve the economics of the system if they are recovered and 
sold. Because organics will not be removed through sorting, the base case results in no increases 
or decreases to compost markets. 

In addition, plastics recycling will increase if acid hydrolysis facilities are built because plastics 
must be removed prior to processing. Currently, only those plastics with positive economic values 
are typically recycled. In contrast, feedstock preparation for acid hydrolysis would seek to 
remove all plastics. 

The recycling of additional materials that otherwise would have gone to landfills may have 
positive economic effects on local recycling industries. The quantities recovered, however, would 
not be large enough to have a price impact on local recycling industries. 

Finding #2: Implementation of any of the three selected technologies is not likely to increase 
or decrease the recycling of paper. 

Although paper is an acceptable feedstock for acid hydrolysis and gasification, the recent values 
of baled paper make it unlikely that paper will be directed to a conversion technology facility. 
Paper markets have historically been very volatile, with high prices for a given year being twice 
that of low prices for that year. 

Finding #3: In the cases where conversion technology facilities accept materials that 
currently have no recycling or composting markets, and there are no new recycling markets 
for those materials in the foreseeable future, conversion technology facilities will have no 
impact on recycling and composting markets. 
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Although there has been some growth in the recovery and processing of organic materials, it has 
not shown the growth of other recyclable materials.  A significant factor in the use of green waste 
for composting is its use as alternative daily cover (ADC).  The use of ADC has grown by 46% 
from 2001 to 2003 and may be a larger market impact on compost facilities than would 
conversion facilities. 

Another factor that may affect future markets for organics is the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District’s Rule 1133.  This rule has been established by the SCAQMD and requires 
monitoring and reduction of volatile organic compounds from compost facilities.  More stringent 
requirements may be imposed in the future and compliance with these more stringent 
requirements could be very costly to compost producers with the ultimate consequence of driving 
them out of business or to locations outside of the air district.   
 

Key Findings 
One of the primary study objectives was to estimate impacts that the development of conversion 
technologies would have on the existing recycling and composting industries. Pricing and 
availability of suitable feedstock materials (for conversion technologies, landfilling, recycling, 
and green waste) are the basis for most of the findings presented herein.  The following findings 
assume that the conversion technologies would not receive diversion credit: 

Finding #1: There is a projected net positive impact on glass, metal, and plastic recycling 
under the “base case” conversion technology scenarios in lifecycle/market impact study. 

Using mixed solid waste as feedstock, preprocessing results in removal of 7 to 8 percent of 
feedstock for recycling at gasification facilities and 12 to 13 percent of feedstock for recycling at 
acid hydrolysis facilities. The new recycling is related to conversion technology preprocessing 
operations. Certain materials, such as glass and metals, can reduce the efficiency of conversion 
technology operations and can improve the economics of the system if they are recovered and 
sold. Because organics will not be removed through sorting, the base case results in no increases 
or decreases to compost markets.   

In addition, plastics recycling will increase if acid hydrolysis facilities are built because plastics 
must be removed prior to processing. Currently, only those plastics with positive economic values 
are typically recycled. In contrast, feedstock preparation for acid hydrolysis would seek to 
remove all plastics. 

The recycling of additional materials that otherwise would have gone to landfills may have 
positive economic effects on local recycling industries. The quantities recovered, however, would 
not be large enough to have a price impact on local recycling industries. 

Finding #2: Implementation of any of the three selected technologies is not likely to increase 
or decrease the recycling of paper. 

Although paper is an acceptable feedstock for acid hydrolysis and gasification, the recent values 
of baled paper make it unlikely that paper will be directed to a conversion technology facility. 
Paper markets have historically been very volatile, with high prices for a given year being twice 
that of low prices for that year. 

Finding #3: In the cases where conversion technology facilities accept materials that 
currently have no recycling or composting markets, and there are no new recycling markets 
for those materials in the foreseeable future, conversion technology facilities will have no 
impact on recycling and composting markets. 
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For example, if catalytic cracking were to target mixed plastics, grades 4 through 7, it would 
likely have an insignificant impact on current recycling markets and no impact on composting 
markets. Many other materials currently have no viable markets, but they could technically 
undergo various conversion technology processes. The likelihood of this happening will depend 
on economics and local conditions. 

Finding #4: The impact of recent Chinese demand is a far more dominant force on the 
paper and plastics markets than potential development of conversion technologies in 
California, even on the fairly large scale that was assumed for this study. 

Exports of paper and plastics, particularly to China, have increased dramatically during the past 
five years. These exports are exerting upward pressure on prices in the paper and plastics markets 
and are providing an outlet for all of the paper and plastics that are collected. Paper exported from 
this country has grown significantly in recent years: by 77 percent from 1993 to 2002, or an 
average of 6.5 percent per year. Nationwide, 24 percent of the paper recovered in the United 
States is exported for recycling. 

Finding #5: Future recycling growth could be negatively impacted in three primary ways if 
recyclables were redirected to conversion technology facilities. 

Future recycling growth could be negatively impacted in the following way if recyclables were 
redirected to conversion technology facilities: 

a) If source-separated recyclables or green waste flowed to conversion technology facilities 
rather than recycling facilities. 

b) If waste streams that are currently untapped for recycling became unavailable to new 
recycling efforts in the future. 

c) If local jurisdictions eliminated recycling and green waste collection programs and redirected 
mixed waste to conversion technology facilities, however, this scenario is unlikely given the 
enormous capital investment made by local jurisdictions and waste management companies 
and existing law in the IWMA that requires jurisdictions to maintain their diversion 
programs. 

Finding #6: Source-separated recyclables (paper and plastics) are not likely to flow to 
conversion technology facilities, based on pricing differentials. 

Source-separated paper and plastics currently are recycled for profit. If this were no longer true 
and recycling market prices declined dramatically, conversion technology processes would still 
likely be more expensive than recycling. 

Finding #7: Conversion technology facilities may negatively impact the ability of 
municipalities and private companies to increase recycling from currently untapped waste 
streams and generators, but the net affect of this is projected to be minimal. 

The minimal impact is projected because many municipalities are already planning recycling 
growth in order to comply with IWMA mandates. 

Finding #8: Source-separated green waste could conceivably flow to conversion technology 
facilities under certain circumstances. However, assuming no diversion credit is allowed for 
conversion technologies, significant quantities of green waste that are currently delivered to 
composters or to landfills as ADC will probably not be redirected to conversion technology 
facilities. 
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For example, if catalytic cracking were to target mixed plastics, grades 4 through 7, it would 
likely have an insignificant impact on current recycling markets and no impact on composting 
markets. Many other materials currently have no viable markets, but they could technically 
undergo various conversion technology processes. The likelihood of this happening will depend 
on economics and local conditions. 

Finding #4: The impact of recent Chinese demand is a far more dominant force on the 
paper and plastics markets than potential development of conversion technologies in 
California, even on the fairly large scale that was assumed for this study. 

Exports of paper and plastics, particularly to China, have increased dramatically during the past 
five years. These exports are exerting upward pressure on prices in the paper and plastics markets 
and are providing an outlet for all of the paper and plastics that are collected. Paper exported from 
this country has grown significantly in recent years: by 77 percent from 1993 to 2002, or an 
average of 6.5 percent per year. Nationwide, 24 percent of the paper recovered in the United 
States is exported for recycling. 

Finding #5: Future recycling growth could be negatively impacted in three primary ways if 
recyclables were redirected to conversion technology facilities. 

Future recycling growth could be negatively impacted in the following way if recyclables were 
redirected to conversion technology facilities: 

a)  If source-separated recyclables or green waste flowed to conversion technology facilities 
rather than recycling facilities. 

b)  If waste streams that are currently untapped for recycling became unavailable to new 
recycling efforts in the future. 

c)  If local jurisdictions eliminated recycling and green waste collection programs and redirected 
mixed waste to conversion technology facilities, however, this scenario is unlikely given the 
enormous capital investment made by local jurisdictions and waste management companies 
and existing law in the IWMA that requires jurisdictions to maintain their diversion 
programs. 

Finding #6: Source-separated recyclables (paper and plastics) are not likely to flow to 
conversion technology facilities, based on pricing differentials. 

Source-separated paper and plastics currently are recycled for profit. If this were no longer true 
and recycling market prices declined dramatically, conversion technology processes would still 
likely be more expensive than recycling. 

Finding #7: Conversion technology facilities may negatively impact the ability of 
municipalities and private companies to increase recycling from currently untapped waste 
streams and generators, but the net affect of this is projected to be minimal. 

The minimal impact is projected because many municipalities are already planning recycling 
growth in order to comply with IWMA mandates. 

Finding #8: Source-separated green waste could conceivably flow to conversion technology 
facilities under certain circumstances. However, assuming no diversion credit is allowed for 
conversion technologies, significant quantities of green waste that are currently delivered to 
composters or to landfills as ADC will probably not be redirected to conversion technology 
facilities. 
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Significant quantities of green waste currently delivered to composters or to landfills as ADC will 
probably not be redirected to conversion technology facilities for the following reasons: 

1. Currently, jurisdictions that contract for source-separated collection of green waste will 
continue to require their contractors to deliver green waste to facilities that qualify for 
diversion credit. 

2. Sufficient refuse tonnage is available to fully utilize the capacity of the assumed 
hypothetical conversion technology scenario that is more economic than separated green 
waste. As a result, conversion technology facilities, in order to maximize profit, are likely 
to charge tipping fees that are competitive with landfill costs. For 2003-04, a conversion 
technology tipping fee of $30 to $40 per ton in the Greater Los Angeles region and $40 to 
$50 per ton in the San Francisco Bay region should be able to attract sufficient refuse to 
be used as feedstock, and there would be no need to lower conversion technology prices 
to attract green waste. 

The above assessment is contingent on a policy of not providing diversion credit for conversion 
technology facilities. CIWMB staff conducted an external stakeholder workshop on April 15, 
2004 to discuss the draft findings of the lifecycle and market impact assessment. During the 
workshop many stakeholders believed that analysis on the effect diversion credits for conversion 
technologies would have on existing recycling and compost markets should be conducted. The 
following scenarios were developed for the diversion credit impact analysis: 

1. Full diversion credit, diversion programs maintained. 

2. Ten percent diversion credit cap, diversion programs maintained. 

3. Full diversion credit, diversion programs discontinued. 

4. Full diversion credit, recycling programs continued, green waste programs discontinued. 

The CIWMB adopted a policy allowing diversion credit if the following findings were made: (1) 
the jurisdiction continues to implement the recycling and diversion programs in the jurisdiction's 
source reduction and recycling element or its modified annual report; (2) the facility complements 
the existing recycling and diversion infrastructure and is converting solid waste that was 
previously disposed; (3) the facility maintains or enhances environmental benefits; and (4) the 
facility maintains or enhances the economic sustainability of the integrated waste management 
system." The policy also stated that jurisdictions that meet all of the above will be eligible for 10 
percent diversion credit. The policy also required the CIWMB to annually evaluate the amount of 
diversion credit that can be claimed by a jurisdiction, on a case-by-case basis, that sends materials 
to that facility. Although this policy was passed by the CIWMB, there is no statutory authority 
given to the CIWMB for implementing this policy. 

Finding #9: There would be no negative impact on existing recycling and compost markets 
if diversion credit were given for conversion technologies. 

Under Scenario 1 and 2 of the diversion credit analysis, there would be no negative impact on 
existing recycling and compost markets and may actually have a positive impact. Both scenarios 
would provide increased recycling market revenue, jobs, and tonnage. Increased revenue could be 
as high as $171 million to $400 million per region per year over the study term. Additional jobs 
could be from 1,500 to 3,600 per region over the study term. Additional recycling tonnage would 
be 70,000 to 153,000 per region per year over the study term. Landfill revenue, tonnage, and jobs 
would decrease under both scenarios. 
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Significant quantities of green waste currently delivered to composters or to landfills as ADC will 
probably not be redirected to conversion technology facilities for the following reasons: 

1. Currently, jurisdictions that contract for source-separated collection of green waste will 
continue to require their contractors to deliver green waste to facilities that qualify for 
diversion credit.  

2. Sufficient refuse tonnage is available to fully utilize the capacity of the assumed 
hypothetical conversion technology scenario that is more economic than separated green 
waste. As a result, conversion technology facilities, in order to maximize profit, are likely 
to charge tipping fees that are competitive with landfill costs. For 2003–04, a conversion 
technology tipping fee of $30 to $40 per ton in the Greater Los Angeles region and $40 to 
$50 per ton in the San Francisco Bay region should be able to attract sufficient refuse to 
be used as feedstock, and there would be no need to lower conversion technology prices 
to attract green waste. 

The above assessment is contingent on a policy of not providing diversion credit for conversion 
technology facilities.  CIWMB staff conducted an external stakeholder workshop on April 15, 
2004 to discuss the draft findings of the lifecycle and market impact assessment.  During the 
workshop many stakeholders believed that analysis on the effect diversion credits for conversion 
technologies would have on existing recycling and compost markets should be conducted.  The 
following scenarios were developed for the diversion credit impact analysis: 

1. Full diversion credit, diversion programs maintained. 

2. Ten percent diversion credit cap, diversion programs maintained. 

3. Full diversion credit, diversion programs discontinued. 

4. Full diversion credit, recycling programs continued, green waste programs discontinued. 

The CIWMB adopted a policy allowing diversion credit if the following findings were made:  (1) 
the jurisdiction continues to implement the recycling and diversion programs in the jurisdiction’s 
source reduction and recycling element or its modified annual report; (2) the facility complements 
the existing recycling and diversion infrastructure and is converting solid waste that was 
previously disposed; (3) the facility maintains or enhances environmental benefits; and (4) the 
facility maintains or enhances the economic sustainability of the integrated waste management 
system.”  The policy also stated that jurisdictions that meet all of the above will be eligible for 10 
percent diversion credit. The policy also required the CIWMB to annually evaluate the amount of 
diversion credit that can be claimed by a jurisdiction, on a case-by-case basis, that sends materials 
to that facility.  Although this policy was passed by the CIWMB, there is no statutory authority 
given to the CIWMB for implementing this policy. 

Finding #9:  There would be no negative impact on existing recycling and compost markets 
if diversion credit were given for conversion technologies. 

Under Scenario 1 and 2 of the diversion credit analysis, there would be no negative impact on 
existing recycling and compost markets and may actually have a positive impact.  Both scenarios 
would provide increased recycling market revenue, jobs, and tonnage. Increased revenue could be 
as high as $171 million to $400 million per region per year over the study term. Additional jobs 
could be from 1,500 to 3,600 per region over the study term. Additional recycling tonnage would 
be 70,000 to 153,000 per region per year over the study term. Landfill revenue, tonnage, and jobs 
would decrease under both scenarios. 
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With over 30 million tons of organic material still being landfilled there may be enough feedstock 
available for conversion technologies and for the future growth of recycling programs. 

Finding #10: There will be a negative impact on recycling and composting if diversion 
credit was granted and local jurisdictions discontinued their traditional diversion 
programs. 

This scenario assumes all residential material (refuse, recyclables, and green waste) is sent to 
conversion technology facilities. Jurisdictions could realize significant collection cost savings by 
collecting all materials with a single truck. 

This scenario assumes the gasification and acid hydrolysis facilities operate at full capacity. Over 
500,000 fewer tons in each region may be available to the recyclables and organics markets. The 
materials recovered would be plastic, metal, and glass. Paper and organics, which comprise the 
majority of the recyclable materials present in the feedstock, would not be recovered. 

Far fewer tons of recyclables will be recovered through presorting than would be recovered if the 
recyclables and organics were separated and sent to other processing facilities. 

This scenario is not likely to occur because of existing law in the IWMA that requires local 
jurisdictions to continue to implement diversion programs described in their Source Reduction 
Recycling Element (SRRE) or Annual Report submitted to the CIWMB. In addition, if the 
CIWMB is given the authority to grant diversion credit it would only do so if a jurisdiction or a 
regional agency continues to implement the recycling and diversion programs in the jurisdiction's 
SRRE or its modified annual report. 

Conclusions 
Based on the peer reviewed information from the Evaluation of Conversion Technology 
Processes and Product report prepared by UC Riverside, the Life Cycle and Market Impact 
Assessment of Noncombustion Waste Conversion Technologies prepared by RTI International and 
reports from other organizations, alternative thermochemical and biochemical conversion 
technologies may be technically viable options for the conversion of post-MRF MSW and offer 
betters solutions to landfilling and transformation. Thermochemical and biochemical conversion 
technologies possess unique characteristics which have varying potentials to reduce the amount of 
material that is ultimately landfilled and produce electricity or alternative fuels without having to 
extract non-renewable crude oil, coal, and natural gas. 

Based on input from a number of stakeholders, it is concluded that existing statutory definitions 
should be amended. For example, the definition in "gasification" in Public Resources Code 
Section 40117 is scientifically inaccurate. Transformation" is defined in Public Resources Code 
Section 40201 as "incineration, pyrolysis, distillation, or biological conversion other than 
composting, gasification, or biomass conversion." This definition includes distillation and 
biological conversion which are low heat technologies. Distillation is a purification step for 
products such as alcohols and is carried out at temperatures dramatically below those for 
thermochemical technologies and transformation. Biological conversion is undefined and could 
include hydrolysis/fermentation to produce alcohols. For purposes of clarity, biological 
technologies should be removed from the transformation definition. 

Anaerobic digestion can be considered both a biological conversion technology and a composting 
technology because the digestate is a compostable residue. The CIWMB considers anaerobic 
digestion as a form of anaerobic composting and any material sent to an anaerobic digestion 
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credit was granted and local jurisdictions discontinued their traditional diversion 
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This scenario assumes all residential material (refuse, recyclables, and green waste) is sent to 
conversion technology facilities. Jurisdictions could realize significant collection cost savings by 
collecting all materials with a single truck. 

This scenario assumes the gasification and acid hydrolysis facilities operate at full capacity. Over 
500,000 fewer tons in each region may be available to the recyclables and organics markets. The 
materials recovered would be plastic, metal, and glass. Paper and organics, which comprise the 
majority of the recyclable materials present in the feedstock, would not be recovered. 

Far fewer tons of recyclables will be recovered through presorting than would be recovered if the 
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This scenario is not likely to occur because of existing law in the IWMA that requires local 
jurisdictions to continue to implement diversion programs described in their Source Reduction 
Recycling Element (SRRE) or Annual Report submitted to the CIWMB.  In addition, if the 
CIWMB is given the authority to grant diversion credit it would only do so if a jurisdiction or a 
regional agency continues to implement the recycling and diversion programs in the jurisdiction’s 
SRRE or its modified annual report.  

Conclusions 
Based on the peer reviewed information from the Evaluation of Conversion Technology 
Processes and Product report prepared by UC Riverside, the Life Cycle and Market Impact 
Assessment of Noncombustion Waste Conversion Technologies prepared by RTI International and 
reports from other organizations, alternative thermochemical and biochemical conversion 
technologies may be technically viable options for the conversion of post-MRF MSW and offer 
betters solutions to landfilling and transformation. Thermochemical and biochemical conversion 
technologies possess unique characteristics which have varying potentials to reduce the amount of 
material that is ultimately landfilled and produce electricity or alternative fuels without having to 
extract non-renewable crude oil, coal, and natural gas. 

Based on input from a number of stakeholders, it is concluded that existing statutory definitions 
should be amended.  For example, the definition in “gasification” in Public Resources Code 
Section 40117 is scientifically inaccurate.  Transformation” is defined in Public Resources Code 
Section 40201 as “incineration, pyrolysis, distillation, or biological conversion other than 
composting, gasification, or biomass conversion.”  This definition includes distillation and 
biological conversion which are low heat technologies.  Distillation is a purification step for 
products such as alcohols and is carried out at temperatures dramatically below those for 
thermochemical technologies and transformation.  Biological conversion is undefined and could 
include hydrolysis/fermentation to produce alcohols.  For purposes of clarity, biological 
technologies should be removed from the transformation definition. 

Anaerobic digestion can be considered both a biological conversion technology and a composting 
technology because the digestate is a compostable residue.  The CIWMB considers anaerobic 
digestion as a form of anaerobic composting and any material sent to an anaerobic digestion 
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facility would qualify for full diversion credit; however, current statutory language is ambiguous. 
As a biological conversion technology material sent to an anaerobic digestion facility would not 
qualify for diversion credit, however, as a composting technology material would qualify for 
diversion credit. For purposes of clarity, biological technologies should be removed from the 
transformation definition and the Legislature must clarify the issue of anaerobic digestion. 

Data gaps do exist and it would be beneficial to conduct source testing where possible at facilities 
in California. The CIWMB should work with other Cal/EPA boards and departments as well as 
other appropriate state agencies to develop a research agenda and address cross-media issues for 
conversion technologies. This can be accomplished by establishing a conversion technology task 
force that includes representatives from all Cal/EPA board and departments and other relevent 
state agencies. The task force should also include a local government representative and a 
representative from an environmental organization. 

AB 2770 provided an appropriation of $1 5 million however the bulk of the funds were used for 
the lifecycle assessment, market impact assessment, and technology identification and 
assessment. Thorough testing of air emissions, solid, and liquid residues could not be done with 
the balance of the appropriation. These data gaps preclude the CIWMB from determining the 
public health impacts that each conversion technology would have. Some stakeholders have also 
expressed their desire for additional data before there is widespread support for certain types of 
conversion technologies. However it is difficult to acquire data without any operating conversion 
technology facilities in California. 

While no one technology is suitable for all waste streams, no single waste management practice, 
be it landfilling, recycling, composting, or conversion can handle the full array of waste sources. 
Each can form part of an integrated waste management system which is based on the idea of an 
overall approach for the management of waste streams, recyclable streams, treatment 
technologies, and markets. 

When the waste management hierarchy was developed in 1989, conversion technologies using 
solid waste were still being analyzed and had not reached the mature state that exists today. 
Some stakeholders have suggested that the hierarchy be revised to incorporate conversion 
technologies as part of an integrated waste management approach and evolve into an integrated 
resource management approach. The waste hierarchy in the European Union (EU) is similar to 
that in California. The EU Hierarchy was established by Directive 75/442/EEC as follows: 
prevention, recycling, energy recovery and safe disposal The European hierarchy differs in that 
`recovery' includes re-use, recycling and extraction of materials and energy from solid waste. 
Article 3 of the Council Directive 75/442/EEC5  states the following: 

"Article 3 
1. Member States shall take appropriate steps to encourage the prevention, recycling and 
processing of waste, the extraction of raw materials and possibly of energy there from and any 
other process for the re-use of waste." 

The CIWMB believes that discussions of revising the hierarchy are outside the scope of AB 2770. 
Furthermore the lifecycle and market impact analyses did not consider revisions of the hierarchy. 

Directive (75/442/EEC) 
http://europa.eu.int/smartapi/cgi/sga  doc?smartapi!celexplus!prod!DocNumber&lg=en&type doc=Directive&an doc=1975& 
nu doc=442 
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facility would qualify for full diversion credit; however, current statutory language is ambiguous.  
As a biological conversion technology material sent to an anaerobic digestion facility would not 
qualify for diversion credit, however, as a composting technology material would qualify for 
diversion credit.  For purposes of clarity, biological technologies should be removed from the 
transformation definition and the Legislature must clarify the issue of anaerobic digestion.   

Data gaps do exist and it would be beneficial to conduct source testing where possible at facilities 
in California.  The CIWMB should work with other Cal/EPA boards and departments as well as 
other appropriate state agencies to develop a research agenda and address cross-media issues for 
conversion technologies.  This can be accomplished by establishing a conversion technology task 
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state agencies.  The task force should also include a local government representative and a 
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AB 2770 provided an appropriation of $1.5 million however the bulk of the funds were used for 
the lifecycle assessment, market impact assessment, and technology identification and 
assessment.  Thorough testing of air emissions, solid, and liquid residues could not be done with 
the balance of the appropriation.  These data gaps preclude the CIWMB from determining the 
public health impacts that each conversion technology would have.  Some stakeholders have also 
expressed their desire for additional data before there is widespread support for certain types of 
conversion technologies.  However it is difficult to acquire data without any operating conversion 
technology facilities in California.    

While no one technology is suitable for all waste streams, no single waste management practice, 
be it landfilling, recycling, composting, or conversion can handle the full array of waste sources.  
Each can form part of an integrated waste management system which is based on the idea of an 
overall approach for the management of waste streams, recyclable streams, treatment 
technologies, and markets.   

When the waste management hierarchy was developed in 1989, conversion technologies using 
solid waste were still being analyzed and had not reached the mature state that exists today.  
Some stakeholders have suggested that the hierarchy be revised to incorporate conversion 
technologies as part of an integrated waste management approach and evolve into an integrated 
resource management approach.  The waste hierarchy in the European Union (EU) is similar to 
that in California.  The EU Hierarchy was established by Directive 75/442/EEC as follows: 
prevention, recycling, energy recovery and safe disposal The European hierarchy differs in that 
‘recovery’ includes re-use, recycling and extraction of materials and energy from solid waste.  
Article 3 of the Council Directive 75/442/EEC5 states the following: 

“Article 3 
1. Member States shall take appropriate steps to encourage the prevention, recycling and 
processing of waste, the extraction of raw materials and possibly of energy there from and any 
other process for the re-use of waste.” 

The CIWMB believes that discussions of revising the hierarchy are outside the scope of AB 2770. 
Furthermore the lifecycle and market impact analyses did not consider revisions of the hierarchy. 

                                                 
5 Directive (75/442/EEC) 

http://europa.eu.int/smartapi/cgi/sga_doc?smartapi!celexplus!prod!DocNumber&lg=en&type_doc=Directive&an_doc=1975&
nu_doc=442

http://europa.eu.int/smartapi/cgi/sga_doc?smartapi!celexplus!prod!DocNumber&lg=en&type_doc=Directive&an_doc=1975&nu_doc=442
http://europa.eu.int/smartapi/cgi/sga_doc?smartapi!celexplus!prod!DocNumber&lg=en&type_doc=Directive&an_doc=1975&nu_doc=442
http://europa.eu.int/smartapi/cgi/sga_doc?smartapi!celexplus!prod!DocNumber&lg=en&type_doc=Directive&an_doc=1975&nu_doc=442
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Specific and Discrete Definitions 
AB 2770 requires the CIWMB to include specific and discrete definitions of each conversion 
technology that was evaluated. The CIWMB has used a broad definition of conversion 
technology to refer to noncombustion thermal, chemical, or biological processes, other than 
composting, that utilize residual solid waste to produce electricity, alternative fuels, chemical 
products, etc. A number of stakeholders have stated that the term "conversion technology" as 
currently defined is too broad and should be more specific. In addition, based on input from a 
number of stakeholders, it is concluded that existing statutory definitions should be amended. For 
example, the definition in gasification in Public Resources Code Section is scientifically 
inaccurate. Transformation" is defined Public Resources Code Section 40201 as "incineration, 
pyrolysis, distillation, or biological conversion other than composting, gasification, or biomass 
conversion." This definition includes processes such as distillation and biological conversion 
which are low heat technologies. Distillation is a purification step for products such as alcohols 
and is carried out at temperatures dramatically below those for thermochemical technologies and 
transformation. 

Anaerobic digestion can be considered both a biological conversion technology and a composting 
technology because the digestate is a compostable residue. As a biological conversion 
technology material sent to an anaerobic digestion facility would not qualify for diversion credit, 
however, as a composting technology material would qualify for diversion credit. For purposes 
of clarity, biological technologies should be removed from the transformation definition. 

Specific definitions and suggested revisions to existing definitions are provided in the 
Recommendations section below. 

Lifecycle Impacts 
The legislative report required by AB 2770 must include a description and evaluation of the 
lifecycle environmental and public health impacts of each conversion technology in comparison 
to those environmental and public health impacts from the disposal and transformation of solid 
waste. Based on the results of the peer reviewed lifecycle analyses, conversion technologies have 
many advantages over landfilling, composting, transformation, and recycling such as: 

• Greater potential for energy production. 

• Fewer emissions of NOx. 

• Fewer carbon emissions which is important from a global warming perspective. 

With respect to SOx, conversion technologies produce fewer emissions of SOx when compared to 
landfilling but transformation produces fewer emissions of SOx when compared to conversion 
technologies. 

The main advantage that conversion technologies have over landfilling is the reduction of 
material that is landfilled and converted into a product that has a higher and better use such as 
electricity or alternative fuels. Another potential advantage with conversion technologies is the 
reduction of post-closure landfill maintenance and long-term liability. 

The environmental risk of conversion technology facilities appears to be comparable with other 
common industrial practices provided the facilities are properly designed. However, the actual 
impacts of specific facilities will need to be evaluated on a "case-by case" basis as part of the 
local permitting process. 
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Specific and Discrete Definitions 
AB 2770 requires the CIWMB to include specific and discrete definitions of each conversion 
technology that was evaluated.  The CIWMB has used a broad definition of conversion 
technology to refer to noncombustion thermal, chemical, or biological processes, other than 
composting, that utilize residual solid waste to produce electricity, alternative fuels, chemical 
products, etc.  A number of stakeholders have stated that the term “conversion technology” as 
currently defined is too broad and should be more specific.  In addition, based on input from a 
number of stakeholders, it is concluded that existing statutory definitions should be amended.  For 
example, the definition in gasification in Public Resources Code Section is scientifically 
inaccurate.  Transformation” is defined Public Resources Code Section 40201 as “incineration, 
pyrolysis, distillation, or biological conversion other than composting, gasification, or biomass 
conversion.”  This definition includes processes such as distillation and biological conversion 
which are low heat technologies.  Distillation is a purification step for products such as alcohols 
and is carried out at temperatures dramatically below those for thermochemical technologies and 
transformation.   

Anaerobic digestion can be considered both a biological conversion technology and a composting 
technology because the digestate is a compostable residue.  As a biological conversion 
technology material sent to an anaerobic digestion facility would not qualify for diversion credit, 
however, as a composting technology material would qualify for diversion credit.  For purposes 
of clarity, biological technologies should be removed from the transformation definition.   

Specific definitions and suggested revisions to existing definitions are provided in the 
Recommendations section below. 

Lifecycle Impacts 
The legislative report required by AB 2770 must include a description and evaluation of the 
lifecycle environmental and public health impacts of each conversion technology in comparison 
to those environmental and public health impacts from the disposal and transformation of solid 
waste.  Based on the results of the peer reviewed lifecycle analyses, conversion technologies have 
many advantages over landfilling, composting, transformation, and recycling such as: 

• Greater potential for energy production. 

• Fewer emissions of NOx. 

• Fewer carbon emissions which is important from a global warming perspective. 

With respect to SOx, conversion technologies produce fewer emissions of SOx when compared to 
landfilling but transformation produces fewer emissions of SOx when compared to conversion 
technologies. 

The main advantage that conversion technologies have over landfilling is the reduction of 
material that is landfilled and converted into a product that has a higher and better use such as 
electricity or alternative fuels.  Another potential advantage with conversion technologies is the 
reduction of post-closure landfill maintenance and long-term liability. 

The environmental risk of conversion technology facilities appears to be comparable with other 
common industrial practices provided the facilities are properly designed. However, the actual 
impacts of specific facilities will need to be evaluated on a “case-by case” basis as part of the 
local permitting process.    



DRAFT—For Discussion Purposes Only. Do not cite or quote. 

Board Meeting Agenda Item 22 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 1 

Market Impacts 
The legislative report must also include a description and evaluation of the impacts on recycling 
and composting markets as a result of each conversion technology. Overall, conversion 
technologies will have a positive impact on recycling because of the potential for additional 
recyclables such as glass, metals, and some plastics entering the market stream from pre-
processing of the feedstock. Future recycling growth could be negatively impacted in the 
following way if recyclables were redirected to conversion technology facilities: 

• If source-separated recyclables or green waste flowed to conversion technology facilities 
rather than recycling facilities. 

• If waste streams that are currently untapped for recycling became unavailable to new 
recycling efforts in the future. 

• If local jurisdictions eliminated recycling and green waste collection programs and redirected 
mixed waste to conversion technology facilities. This scenario is unlikely given the enormous 
capital investment made by local jurisdictions and waste management companies and existing 
statutory requirements for local jurisdictions to achieve a 50 percent recycling goal and to 
maintain or expand their existing recycling programs. Additionally, if the CIWMB is given 
statutory authority to implement its policy regarding diversion credit, diversion programs will 
not be discontinued or curtailed if local jurisdictions want diversion credit for materials sent 
to conversion facilities. 

Conversion technologies may have the largest impact on the landfill market given that potential 
tipping fees for conversion technologies may be competitive with current landfill prices. 

Cleanest, Least Polluting Technologies 
AB 2770 requires the CIWMB to identify the cleanest, least polluting technologies. Biological 
technologies and thermal technologies may each have advantages and disadvantages when 
compared to each other. However, based on the studies there is no scientific basis to classify one 
technology class as less favorable based solely on temperature ranges or the fact that the resultant 
product is subsequently combusted. If these were the sole criteria then secondary smelting of 
aluminum and glass recycling would be looked at less favorably because of their high 
temperatures which lead to dioxin formation. In addition, electricity production from biogas 
derived from anaerobic digestion or methane from landfills would also be looked at less favorably 
because the gas is combusted. 

With limited data available it is difficult to identify the cleanest, least polluting technologies. 
Thermochemical technologies can process a wider variety of feedstocks and can have a greater 
effect on landfill reduction. Thermochemical technologies can also produce a larger variety of 
products which can displace the need for non-renewable petroleum resources. Although for some 
stakeholders there are greater concerns with emissions from this family of technologies, the 
limited data that was acquired all indicate that emissions levels are below the regulatory limits 
placed upon them. 

Biochemical technologies such as anaerobic digestion are viewed more favorably because they 
operate at lower temperatures which reduce the potential for the production of dioxin/furans and 
heavy metal content in ash or air emissions. However, the subsequent use of biogas or alternative 
fuel may result in the formation of dioxins and furans. Anaerobic digestion technologies are also 
viewed more favorably since the process extracts some of the intrinsic heat value from the 
feedstock and the residue from the process may have some nutritive value and can be composted. 
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Market Impacts 
The legislative report must also include a description and evaluation of the impacts on recycling 
and composting markets as a result of each conversion technology.  Overall, conversion 
technologies will have a positive impact on recycling because of the potential for additional 
recyclables such as glass, metals, and some plastics entering the market stream from pre-
processing of the feedstock.  Future recycling growth could be negatively impacted in the 
following way if recyclables were redirected to conversion technology facilities: 

• If source-separated recyclables or green waste flowed to conversion technology facilities 
rather than recycling facilities. 

• If waste streams that are currently untapped for recycling became unavailable to new 
recycling efforts in the future. 

• If local jurisdictions eliminated recycling and green waste collection programs and redirected 
mixed waste to conversion technology facilities. This scenario is unlikely given the enormous 
capital investment made by local jurisdictions and waste management companies and existing 
statutory requirements for local jurisdictions to achieve a 50 percent recycling goal and to 
maintain or expand their existing recycling programs.  Additionally, if the CIWMB is given 
statutory authority to implement its policy regarding diversion credit, diversion programs will 
not be discontinued or curtailed if local jurisdictions want diversion credit for materials sent 
to conversion facilities. 

Conversion technologies may have the largest impact on the landfill market given that potential 
tipping fees for conversion technologies may be competitive with current landfill prices. 

Cleanest, Least Polluting Technologies 
AB 2770 requires the CIWMB to identify the cleanest, least polluting technologies.  Biological 
technologies and thermal technologies may each have advantages and disadvantages when 
compared to each other.  However, based on the studies there is no scientific basis to classify one 
technology class as less favorable based solely on temperature ranges or the fact that the resultant 
product is subsequently combusted.  If these were the sole criteria then secondary smelting of 
aluminum and glass recycling would be looked at less favorably because of their high 
temperatures which lead to dioxin formation.  In addition, electricity production from biogas 
derived from anaerobic digestion or methane from landfills would also be looked at less favorably 
because the gas is combusted. 

With limited data available it is difficult to identify the cleanest, least polluting technologies.  
Thermochemical technologies can process a wider variety of feedstocks and can have a greater 
effect on landfill reduction.  Thermochemical technologies can also produce a larger variety of 
products which can displace the need for non-renewable petroleum resources.  Although for some 
stakeholders there are greater concerns with emissions from this family of technologies, the 
limited data that was acquired all indicate that emissions levels are below the regulatory limits 
placed upon them.   

Biochemical technologies such as anaerobic digestion are viewed more favorably because they 
operate at lower temperatures which reduce the potential for the production of dioxin/furans and 
heavy metal content in ash or air emissions.  However, the subsequent use of biogas or alternative 
fuel may result in the formation of dioxins and furans.  Anaerobic digestion technologies are also 
viewed more favorably since the process extracts some of the intrinsic heat value from the 
feedstock and the residue from the process may have some nutritive value and can be composted.  
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The disadvantage of biochemical technologies is that these technologies may produce volatile 
organic compounds and ammonia and can only process biodegradable materials. 

Regardless of the technology, the need for additional pre-processing of the feedstock can have a 
positive impact on recycling. 

As the analysis indicates, conversion facilities will have a positive impact on recycling due to the 
need for pre-processing requirements of the feedstock. In addition, the products from conversion 
facilities can displace the extraction of non-renewable fossil fuels and divert materials from 
landfill disposal. Furthermore, existing statutory requirements and policies adopted by the 
CIWMB would ensure that existing diversion programs would continue to be implemented. For 
these reasons, there are no compelling reasons to not allow some level of diversion credit to local 
jurisdictions that send materials to conversion facilities. 

Recommendations 
Based on the analysis provided by the University of California, Riverside, National Renewable 
Energy Laboratory, RTI, comments received on the draft report from interested parties, and 
CIWMB's analysis, the following are recommendations for further action related to conversion 
technologies related to the findings noted above. The purpose of these recommendations is to 
identify areas within the statutory structure that apply to conversion technologies which need to 
be corrected, require further adjustment, or clarification, as well as to identify potential 
requirements that should apply to conversion technologies to provide the appropriate level of 
protection to the environment, ensure that the existing marketing and diversion infrastructure are 
not harmed, and allow the development of conversion facilities in an efficient and timely manner. 

1. Change and clarify statutory definitions: 

a. Gasification 

The existing definition for "gasification" in Public Resources Code Section 40117 should be 
amended as follows to be more scientifically accurate. One potential definition which could 
accomplish this is as follows: 

"Gasification" means the conversion of solid or liquid carbon-based materials by direct or 
indirect heating. For direct heating, partial oxidation occurs where the gasification medium is 
steam and air or oxygen. Indirect heating uses an external heat source such as a hot 
circulating medium and steam as the gasification medium. Gasification produces a fuel gas 
(synthesis gas, producer gas), which is principally carbon monoxide, hydrogen, methane, and 
lighter hydrocarbons in association with carbon dioxide and nitrogen depending on the 
process used. 

This definition is more of a description of gasification processes. Reference to prohibiting 
discharges of air contaminants or emissions would be more appropriately included as 
conditions in an air permit. Likewise provisions relating to pre-processing and 
implementation of local source reduction and recycling programs would be more 
appropriately placed in the sections of the Integrated Waste Management Act that relate to 
what jurisdictions may include within their diversion totals. Without this type of a change, a 
particular facility may or may not qualify as a gasification facility depending upon a 
jurisdiction's actions, rather than based on the processes that it uses. In addition, the existing 
definition makes it possible for a facility to be defined as a gasification facility at one point in 
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The disadvantage of biochemical technologies is that these technologies may produce volatile 
organic compounds and ammonia and can only process biodegradable materials.   

Regardless of the technology, the need for additional pre-processing of the feedstock can have a 
positive impact on recycling.  

 

As the analysis indicates, conversion facilities will have a positive impact on recycling due to the 
need for pre-processing requirements of the feedstock.  In addition, the products from conversion 
facilities can displace the extraction of non-renewable fossil fuels and divert materials from 
landfill disposal.  Furthermore, existing statutory requirements and policies adopted by the 
CIWMB would ensure that existing diversion programs would continue to be implemented.  For 
these reasons, there are no compelling reasons to not allow some level of diversion credit to local 
jurisdictions that send materials to conversion facilities. 

Recommendations 
Based on the analysis provided by the University of California, Riverside, National Renewable 
Energy Laboratory, RTI, comments received on the draft report from interested parties, and 
CIWMB’s analysis, the following are recommendations for further action related to conversion 
technologies related to the findings noted above.  The purpose of these recommendations is to 
identify areas within the statutory structure that apply to conversion technologies which need to 
be corrected, require further adjustment, or clarification, as well as to identify potential 
requirements that should apply to conversion technologies to provide the appropriate level of 
protection to the environment, ensure that the existing marketing and diversion infrastructure are 
not harmed, and allow the development of conversion facilities in an efficient and timely manner. 

1. Change and clarify statutory definitions: 

a. Gasification 

The existing definition for “gasification” in Public Resources Code Section 40117 should be 
amended as follows to be more scientifically accurate.  One potential definition which could 
accomplish this is as follows: 

“Gasification” means the conversion of solid or liquid carbon-based materials by direct or 
indirect heating.  For direct heating, partial oxidation occurs where the gasification medium is 
steam and air or oxygen.  Indirect heating uses an external heat source such as a hot 
circulating medium and steam as the gasification medium.  Gasification produces a fuel gas 
(synthesis gas, producer gas), which is principally carbon monoxide, hydrogen, methane, and 
lighter hydrocarbons in association with carbon dioxide and nitrogen depending on the 
process used. 

This definition is more of a description of gasification processes.  Reference to prohibiting 
discharges of air contaminants or emissions would be more appropriately included as 
conditions in an air permit.  Likewise provisions relating to pre-processing and 
implementation of local source reduction and recycling programs would be more 
appropriately placed in the sections of the Integrated Waste Management Act that relate to 
what jurisdictions may include within their diversion totals. Without this type of a change, a 
particular facility may or may not qualify as a gasification facility depending upon a 
jurisdiction’s actions, rather than based on the processes that it uses. In addition, the existing 
definition makes it possible for a facility to be defined as a gasification facility at one point in 
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time and then no longer meet the definition later, if a jurisdiction (not the facility) fails to 
implement programs. 

b. Transformation 

Modify the definition of "Transformation" in Public Resources Code 40201 to distinguish 
between these processes and conversion technology processes. 

Transformation typically is used to mean incineration; however, there are certain terms 
contained in the current statutory definition such as distillation, biological conversion, and 
pyrolysis that do not involve incineration. The current statute treats some conversion 
technologies as if they were incineration, but others as if they were not. This creates 
inequities in how these facilities would be regulated and treated as far as they are used to 
address the waste stream. One potential revision to this definition could be as follows: 

"Transformation" means the thermal destruction, in an oxygen-rich environment, of solid 
waste for the generation of heat and subsequent energy production. 

"Combustion" the thermal destruction, in means an oxygen rich environment, of solid 
for the heat vate generation of and ubeguent energy production. 

T-he-eufrent-defmition4or-tr-ansformatien-is4ntended-te-mean-eembustionhewever-Tther-e-are 

teshfielegiesGembusfien-and4neinefation-differ--in4he-sense4hat-the-geal-ef-sombustion4s 
the-predustion-ef-heat-and-enefgyThe-goal-ef-ifisifiefation-is-simple-wlume-r-edustien-ef-the 
feedsteek-efFespending-ehanges-weuld-need4e-be-made4hfeugheut-the-Publie-Reseufees 
Code. 

c. Conversion 

There is no statutory definition of "conversion technology." Some of the processes included 
within the common meaning of "conversion technology" are not mentioned in CIWMB 
statute. For example, Public Resources Code Section 40201 defines "transformation" as 
including incineration, pyrolysis, distillation and biological conversion other than 
composting. However, catalytic cracking and hydrolysis are not included in this statutory 
definition, while gasification is explicitly excluded. Thus, in order to provide clarity as to 
how each of these processes would be regulated, it is necessary for statute to define 
"conversion technology" and/or any other terms that need to be used to set forth how these 
various processes which are either currently defined in statute as transformation (for example, 
pyrolysis and distillation), or a process explicitly excluded from definition as transformation 
(for example, gasification), or processes not defined as transformation (i.e., catalytic cracking 
and hydrolysis) should be treated. 

One potential solution would be to include all of the non-incineration technologies in the 
following general definition of conversion technology so that they could all be treated 
similarly under the Board's statutes and regulations: 

Define "thermochemical "biochemical in the Public conversion" and conversion" 
Reeufees-Gede-as-fellewsi 

"Conversion" means the processing, through noncombustion thermal, chemical, or 
biological processes, other than composting, of residual solid waste from which 
recyclable materials have been substantially diverted and/or removed to produce 
electricity, alternative fuels, chemicals, or other products that meet quality standards for 
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time and then no longer meet the definition later, if a jurisdiction (not the facility) fails to 
implement programs. 

b. Transformation 

Modify the definition of “Transformation” in Public Resources Code 40201 to distinguish 
between these processes and conversion technology processes.  

Transformation typically is used to mean incineration; however, there are certain terms 
contained in the current statutory definition such as distillation, biological conversion, and 
pyrolysis that do not involve incineration.  The current statute treats some conversion 
technologies as if they were incineration, but others as if they were not. This creates 
inequities in how these facilities would be regulated and treated as far as they are used to 
address the waste stream. One potential revision to this definition could be as follows: 

“Transformation” means the thermal destruction, in an oxygen-rich environment, of solid 
waste for the generation of heat and subsequent energy production. 

“Combustion” means the thermal destruction, in an oxygen-rich environment, of solid 
waste for the generation of heat and subsequent energy production. 

The current definition for transformation is intended to mean combustion; however, there are 
certain terms such distillation, biological conversion, and pyrolysis that are not combustion 
technologies.  Combustion and incineration differ in the sense that the goal of combustion is 
the production of heat and energy.  The goal of incineration is simple volume reduction of the 
feedstock. Corresponding changes would need to be made throughout the Public Resources 
Code. 

c. Conversion 

There is no statutory definition of “conversion technology.”  Some of the processes included 
within the common meaning of “conversion technology” are not mentioned in CIWMB 
statute.  For example, Public Resources Code Section 40201 defines “transformation” as 
including incineration, pyrolysis, distillation and biological conversion other than 
composting.  However, catalytic cracking and hydrolysis are not included in this statutory 
definition, while gasification is explicitly excluded.  Thus, in order to provide clarity as to 
how each of these processes would be regulated, it is necessary for statute to define 
“conversion technology” and/or any other terms that need to be used to set forth how these 
various processes which are either currently defined in statute as transformation (for example, 
pyrolysis and distillation), or a process explicitly excluded from definition as transformation 
(for example, gasification), or processes not defined as transformation (i.e., catalytic cracking 
and hydrolysis) should be treated.  

One potential solution would be to include all of the non-incineration technologies in the 
following general definition of conversion technology so that they could all be treated 
similarly under the Board’s statutes and regulations: 

 Define “thermochemical conversion” and “biochemical conversion” in the Public 
Resources Code as follows: 

“Conversion” means the processing, through noncombustion thermal, chemical, or 
biological processes, other than composting, of residual solid waste from which 
recyclable materials have been substantially diverted and/or removed to produce 
electricity, alternative fuels, chemicals, or other products that meet quality standards for 
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use in the marketplace, with a minimum amount of residuals remaining after processing. 
Conversion does not include anaerobic digestion, biomass conversion, composting 
(aerobic or anaerobic) or incineration. 

However, stakeholders have noted that including these various processes within one 
definition is not satisfactory since while they all "convert" waste, they are different in how 
they accomplish that conversion. While this is true, the Board believes that additional 
distinctions that may be appropriate regarding permitting and other requirements could be 
developed through the regulatory process once the statute was clarified as to what would be 
included, or not, within the umbrella term "conversion technology." 

cc ii 

predusts-and-ufidegraded-biemass-as-a-seeendffy-preduct 

d. Biomass Conversion 

Public Resources Code Section 40106 defines "biomass conversion" as a combustion process 
for producing electricity from specified materials, including agricultural crop residues, garden 
clippings, wood waste, and other materials. Biomass conversion facilities are not within the 
CIWMB's jurisdiction to regulate. This means that biomass conversion facilities can mass 
burn these materials without CIWMB oversight, but conversion technologies converting these 
same materials might be subject to CIWMB requirements. The intent of the Legislature 
concerning the use of conversion technologies to process these same types of materials is 
unknown. This may result in confusion as to which facilities are regulated and which are not, 
and this may create an =level playing field for those facilities using biomass as feedstock, 
and appears to be contrary to the Legislative intent to limit the burning of waste derived 
materials as opposed to some other method of processing. Thus, the statute should be 
amended to clarify whether biomass conversion, which is exempt from Board regulation 
(although it can count for up to 10% of a jurisdiction's diversion rate) is also intended to 
include all conversion technologies that use biomass, or just incineration of biomass. 

e. Anaerobic Digestion 

The CIWMB considers anaerobic digestion as very similar to in-vessel anaerobic 
composting. However, the statute does not specifically address anaerobic digestion because 
there is no definition or description. From a policy perspective, it is difficult to distinguish 
anaerobic digestion from composting, which is not included within conversion technology, 
but is not necessarily the same as composting (which is subject to Board regulation and 
permitting, but is treated as a diversion activity). However, a facility that uses pretreatment 
processes such as hydrolysis is typically thought of as a conversion technology, even though 
it might also be difficult to distinguish hydrolysis from anaerobic digestion. 

Without further clarity from the Legislature regarding anaerobic digestion, the CIWMB will 
continue to consider anaerobic digestion technologies as a form of composting. 

f. Recycling Exemption 
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use in the marketplace, with a minimum amount of residuals remaining after processing.  
Conversion does not include anaerobic digestion, biomass conversion, composting 
(aerobic or anaerobic) or incineration. 

However, stakeholders have noted that including these various processes within one 
definition is not satisfactory since while they all “convert” waste, they are different in how 
they accomplish that conversion. While this is true, the Board believes that additional 
distinctions that may be appropriate regarding permitting and other requirements could be 
developed through the regulatory process once the statute was clarified as to what would be 
included, or not, within the umbrella term “conversion technology.” 

 “Thermochemical conversion” means the processing of solid waste using direct or 
indirect heating methods to produce fuel gases, synthetic gases, or liquid products as a 
primary product, and char, water and other condensibles as minor products. 

“Biochemical conversion” means the processing of solid waste using microorganisms or 
chemicals for the production of biogas, alternative chemicals, or alcohols as primary 
products and undegraded biomass as a secondary product. 

d. Biomass Conversion 

Public Resources Code Section 40106 defines “biomass conversion” as a combustion process 
for producing electricity from specified materials, including agricultural crop residues, garden 
clippings, wood waste, and other materials. Biomass conversion facilities are not within the 
CIWMB’s jurisdiction to regulate. This means that biomass conversion facilities can mass 
burn these materials without CIWMB oversight, but conversion technologies converting these 
same materials might be subject to CIWMB requirements. The intent of the Legislature 
concerning the use of conversion technologies to process these same types of materials is 
unknown. This may result in confusion as to which facilities are regulated and which are not, 
and this may create an unlevel playing field for those facilities using biomass as feedstock, 
and appears to be contrary to the Legislative intent to limit the burning of waste derived 
materials as opposed to some other method of processing. Thus, the statute should be 
amended to clarify whether biomass conversion, which is exempt from Board regulation 
(although it can count for up to 10% of a jurisdiction’s diversion rate) is also intended to 
include all conversion technologies that use biomass, or just incineration of biomass. 

e.  Anaerobic Digestion 

The CIWMB considers anaerobic digestion as very similar to in-vessel anaerobic 
composting.  However, the statute does not specifically address anaerobic digestion because 
there is no definition or description.  From a policy perspective, it is difficult to distinguish 
anaerobic digestion from composting, which is not included within conversion technology, 
but is not necessarily the same as composting (which is subject to Board regulation and 
permitting, but is treated as a diversion activity). However, a facility that uses pretreatment 
processes such as hydrolysis is typically thought of as a conversion technology, even though 
it might also be difficult to distinguish hydrolysis from anaerobic digestion.   

Without further clarity from the Legislature regarding anaerobic digestion, the CIWMB will 
continue to consider anaerobic digestion technologies as a form of composting. 

f.  Recycling Exemption   
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Existing law must clarify the applicability of the "recycling exception" to Conversion 
Technology and clarify what constitutes a manufacturer. Public Resources Code section 
40200 provides that: 

40200. (a) "Transfer or processing station" or "station" includes those facilities utilized to 
receive solid wastes, temporarily store, separate, convert, or otherwise process the materials 
in the solid wastes, or to transfer the solid wastes directly from smaller tolarger vehicles for 
transport, and those facilities utilized for transformation. 

(b) "Transfer or processing station" or "station" does not include any of the following: 

(1) A facility, whose principal function is to receive, store, separate, convert, or otherwise 
process in accordance with state minimum standards, manure. 

(2) A facility, whose principal function is to receive, store, convert, or otherwise process 
wastes which have already been separated for reuse and are not intended for disposal. 

(3) The operations premises of a duly licensed solid waste handling operator who receives, 
stores, transfers, or otherwise processes wastes as an activity incidental to the conduct of a 
refuse collection and disposal business in accordance with regulations adopted pursuant to 
Section 43309. (Emphasis added). 

The language of subsection (b)(2) leads some stakeholders to argue that conversion 
technologies that only convert materials that are separated for reuse (or source separated) are 
not subject to Board regulation at all. The above "exception" applies to transformation as 
well. On the other hand, this exception does not apply to the gasification definition. Finally, 
the applicability of the exception to those types of conversion technologies that are not listed 
in either definition is unclear. 

Similarly, some stakeholders believe that many conversion technologies could be classified 
as manufacturers, since they are manufacturing a product of some kind (albeit with waste-
derived or separated material) and should thus be outside of the Board's jurisdiction (and also 
count as diversion through not being waste facilities). However, doing so could essentially 
take all conversion technologies outside of the CIWMB's jurisdiction. 

Thus, clarity is need from the Legislature regarding whether or not, and if so, how, either the 
"recycling exception" or a definition of "manufacturer" should be applied to conversion 
technologies. 

g. Pre-processing Requirements. 

Statutes must clarify the pre-processing requirements that might be applied to conversion 
technologies. Some stakeholders indicated that removal of "food waste" should be required 
prior to the conversion process. Others argue that the flow of materials should not be 
regulated as it would negatively impact conversion technology operations. However, other 
stakeholders believe that a more effective mechanism is needed to ensure that conversion 
technology operations do not negatively impact composting operations. PRC 40117 requires 
that a gasification facility meets the following criteria: 

"(e) To the maximum extent feasible, the technology removes all recyclable materials and 
marketable green waste compostable materials from the solid waste stream prior to the 
conversion process and the owner or operator of the facility certifies that those materials will 
be recycled or composted." 
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Existing law must clarify the applicability of the “recycling exception” to Conversion 
Technology and clarify what constitutes a manufacturer.  Public Resources Code section 
40200 provides that: 

40200.  (a) "Transfer or processing station" or "station" includes those facilities utilized to 
receive solid wastes, temporarily store, separate, convert, or otherwise process the materials 
in the solid wastes, or to transfer the solid wastes directly from smaller tolarger vehicles for 
transport, and those facilities utilized for transformation. 

   (b) "Transfer or processing station" or "station" does not include any of the following: 

   (1) A facility, whose principal function is to receive, store, separate, convert, or otherwise 
process in accordance with state minimum standards, manure. 

   (2) A facility, whose principal function is to receive, store, convert, or otherwise process 
wastes which have already been separated for reuse and are not intended for disposal. 

   (3) The operations premises of a duly licensed solid waste handling operator who receives, 
stores, transfers, or otherwise processes wastes as an activity incidental to the conduct of a 
refuse collection and disposal business in accordance with regulations adopted pursuant to 
Section 43309. (Emphasis added). 

The language of subsection (b)(2) leads some stakeholders to argue that conversion 
technologies that only convert materials that are separated for reuse (or source separated) are 
not subject to Board regulation at all. The above “exception” applies to transformation as 
well. On the other hand, this exception does not apply to the gasification definition. Finally, 
the applicability of the exception to those types of conversion technologies that are not listed 
in either definition is unclear. 

Similarly, some stakeholders believe that many conversion technologies could be classified 
as manufacturers, since they are manufacturing a product of some kind (albeit with waste-
derived or separated material) and should thus be outside of the Board’s jurisdiction (and also 
count as diversion through not being waste facilities). However, doing so could essentially 
take all conversion technologies outside of the CIWMB’s jurisdiction. 

Thus, clarity is need from the Legislature regarding whether or not, and if so, how, either the 
“recycling exception” or a definition of “manufacturer” should be applied to conversion 
technologies.   

g.   Pre-processing Requirements. 

Statutes must clarify the pre-processing requirements that might be applied to conversion 
technologies.  Some stakeholders indicated that removal of “food waste” should be required 
prior to the conversion process.  Others argue that the flow of materials should not be 
regulated as it would negatively impact conversion technology operations.  However, other 
stakeholders believe that a more effective mechanism is needed to ensure that conversion 
technology operations do not negatively impact composting operations.  PRC 40117 requires 
that a gasification facility meets the following criteria: 

“(e) To the maximum extent feasible, the technology removes all recyclable materials and 
marketable green waste compostable materials from the solid waste stream prior to the 
conversion process and the owner or operator of the facility certifies that those materials will 
be recycled or composted.” 
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2.  

3.  

This requirement is only applied to gasification under current statute, although some 
stakeholders believe that it should be applied to all conversion technologies. Unfortunately, 
the issue of pre-processing is difficult to address due to the diverse ways in which it impacts 
different types of conversion and how to define the term "maximum extent feasible." For 
example, catalytic cracking only uses plastic so removing compostable material is consistent 
with its normal operation, but other types of conversion processes require some amount of 
organic material to help their processes work. 

Thus, legislative guidance is needed regarding whether or not to require removal of all 
recyclable materials from the solid waste stream prior to any conversion process or only some 
of them; and on how strictly the term "maximum extent feasible" defined and enforced. 

i. Conformance Findings 

Conversion technologies could be treated similarly to disposal in that waste sent to them 
would be counted as disposal, consistent with the way statute treats gasification. However, 
conversion technology could also be treated similar to transfer/processing, consistent with the 
way that statute treats transformation as a subset of transfer/processing (Public Resources 
Code 40200). 

In the context of conformance findings (Public Resources Code section 50001), this 
ambivalence creates a difficult issue. If conversion technology is treated as disposal, a 
new facility would need to be contained in the Countywide Siting Element (CSE). 
Amending a CSE involves obtaining approval of the incorporated county and a majority 
of cities in with a majority of the population of the incorporated county 
(majority/majority approval). This process takes a significant amount of time and 
resources. On the other hand, if conversion technology is treated as transfer/processing, a 
new facility would need to be contained in the Nondisposal Facility Element (NDFE). 
Amending an NDFE only requires approval of one jurisdiction and is significantly easier 
to accomplish. This issue is not addressed in statute, thus, additional clarification from 
the Legislature is necessary. 

Data Collection 

Additional data should be collected on emissions from thermochemical and biochemical 
conversion technologies. The CIWMB should work with other Cal/EPA boards and 
departments to establish a research agenda for conversion technologies. In particular, the 
CIWMB should work with the California Air Resources Board regarding emission control 
improvements and maximum/best available control technologies. The emissions studies 
should be conducted by an independent third-party and could include facilities at locations 
throughout the world. The emissions studies should include measurement of metals, dioxins 
and furans, other hazardous compounds, and fugitive gas and particulate matter emissions, in 
addition to criteria pollutants. 

Diversion Credit 

Some stakeholders believe that conversion technologies should receive diversion credit for 
materials, especially "non-recyclable" solid wastes, diverted from landfills. These 
stakeholders believe conversion technologies have been inappropriately categorized with 
transformation and landfill disposal rather than recycling and composting in the solid waste 
hierarchy (PRC 40051). Others do not want these conversion technology operations to 
receive any diversion credit. In addition, some stakeholders question why conversion 
technology operations should be required to remove recyclables and green materials while 
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This requirement is only applied to gasification under current statute, although some 
stakeholders believe that it should be applied to all conversion technologies. Unfortunately, 
the issue of pre-processing is difficult to address due to the diverse ways in which it impacts 
different types of conversion and how to define the term “maximum extent feasible.”  For 
example, catalytic cracking only uses plastic so removing compostable material is consistent 
with its normal operation, but other types of conversion processes require some amount of 
organic material to help their processes work.   

Thus, legislative guidance is needed regarding whether or not to require removal of all 
recyclable materials from the solid waste stream prior to any conversion process or only some 
of them; and on how strictly the term  “maximum extent feasible” defined and enforced. 

i. Conformance Findings 

Conversion technologies could be treated similarly to disposal in that waste sent to them 
would be counted as disposal, consistent with the way statute treats gasification. However, 
conversion technology could also be treated similar to transfer/processing, consistent with the 
way that statute treats transformation as a subset of transfer/processing (Public Resources 
Code 40200).  

In the context of conformance findings (Public Resources Code section 50001), this 
ambivalence creates a difficult issue. If conversion technology is treated as disposal, a 
new facility would need to be contained in the Countywide Siting Element (CSE). 
Amending a CSE involves obtaining approval of the incorporated county and a majority 
of cities in with a majority of the population of the incorporated county 
(majority/majority approval). This process takes a significant amount of time and 
resources. On the other hand, if conversion technology is treated as transfer/processing, a 
new facility would need to be contained in the Nondisposal Facility Element (NDFE). 
Amending an NDFE only requires approval of one jurisdiction and is significantly easier 
to accomplish. This issue is not addressed in statute, thus, additional clarification from 
the Legislature is necessary. 

2. Data Collection 

Additional data should be collected on emissions from thermochemical and biochemical 
conversion technologies.  The CIWMB should work with other Cal/EPA boards and 
departments to establish a research agenda for conversion technologies.  In particular, the 
CIWMB should work with the California Air Resources Board regarding emission control 
improvements and maximum/best available control technologies.  The emissions studies 
should be conducted by an independent third-party and could include facilities at locations 
throughout the world.  The emissions studies should include measurement of metals, dioxins 
and furans, other hazardous compounds, and fugitive gas and particulate matter emissions, in 
addition to criteria pollutants.  

3. Diversion Credit 

Some stakeholders believe that conversion technologies should receive diversion credit for 
materials, especially “non-recyclable” solid wastes, diverted from landfills.  These 
stakeholders believe conversion technologies have been inappropriately categorized with 
transformation and landfill disposal rather than recycling and composting in the solid waste 
hierarchy (PRC 40051).  Others do not want these conversion technology operations to 
receive any diversion credit.  In addition, some stakeholders question why conversion 
technology operations should be required to remove recyclables and green materials while 
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other waste management processes such as landfills are not required to do so. Currently 
statute is less than clear on this issue. Transformation is defined as disposal, but specific 
conversion technology processes such as gasification, hydrolysis and catalytic cracking are 
either not included in the definition of "transformation" or are explicitly excluded. PRC 
40192 states in part: 

(a) Except as provided in subdivisions (b) and (c), "solid waste disposal" or "disposal" means 
the final deposition of solid wastes onto land, into the atmosphere, or into the waters of the 
state. 

(b) Except as provided in Part 2 (commencing with Section 40900), for purposes of Part 2 
(commencing with section 40900), "disposal" means the management of solid waste 
through landfill disposal or transformation at a permitted solid waste facility. 

PRC 40201 states: "Transformation" means incineration, pyrolysis, distillation, or biological 
conversion other than composting. "Transformation" does not include composting, 
gasification, or biomass conversion. Therefore, materials diverted to some conversion 
technology facilities would not seem to count toward diversion (i.e., pyrolysis, distillation, or 
biological conversion other than composting) while others would (for example, gasification 
and hydrolysis). However, in a letter to Linda Moulton-Patterson, dated May 29, 2003, 
Assembly members Hannah-Beth Jackson and Barbara Matthews, and Senator Byron Sher, 
indicated that both the AB 2770 legislative history and statute reinforce their intent that no 
diversion credit be granted for the use of gasification. In addition, the letter notes that the 
Legislature would look at the issue of diversion credit for conversion technologies after it 
receives the CIAVMB's report, thus indicating that there was no legislative intent to allow 
conversion technologies to count as diversion until that time. 

As the analysis indicates, feedstock preparation at most types of conversion technology 
facilities will result in additional recyclable materials being removed from the feed stream. 
Recyclable materials such as aluminum and glass are considered contaminants for many 
conversion processes and would reduce the efficiency of these processes. Since nothing in 
the analysis suggests that the existing recycling and diversion infrastructure would be harmed 
by development of conversion technologies, and because recovery of recyclable materials 
may be enhanced by their development, the Legislature might consider some level of 
diversion credit for conversion technologies. In considered diversion credit, certain 
conditions could be placed upon conversion operators and jurisdictions to further ensure that 
the diversion infrastructure is maintained. Examples of conditions the Legislature could 
consider include but are not limited to: 

• The jurisdiction or regional agency continues to implement the recycling and 
diversion programs in the jurisdiction's source reduction and recycling element or its 
modified annual report. 

• The facility complements the existing recycling and diversion infrastructure by 
conducting up-front recycling and is converting solid waste that was previously 
disposed. 

• The facility maintains or enhances environmental benefits, as evidenced by relevant 
testing of emissions and residues. 

• The facility does not harm the economic sustainability of the integrated waste 
management system. 
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other waste management processes such as landfills are not required to do so. Currently 
statute is less than clear on this issue. Transformation is defined as disposal, but specific 
conversion technology processes such as gasification, hydrolysis and catalytic cracking are 
either not included in the definition of “transformation” or are explicitly excluded.  PRC 
40192 states in part: 

(a) Except as provided in subdivisions (b) and (c), “solid waste disposal” or “disposal” means 
the final deposition of solid wastes onto land, into the atmosphere, or into the waters of the 
state. 

(b) Except as provided in Part 2 (commencing with Section 40900), for purposes of Part 2 
(commencing with section 40900), “disposal” means the management of solid waste 
through landfill disposal or transformation at a permitted solid waste facility. 

PRC 40201 states:  “Transformation” means incineration, pyrolysis, distillation, or biological 
conversion other than composting.  “Transformation” does not include composting, 
gasification, or biomass conversion.  Therefore, materials diverted to some conversion 
technology facilities would not seem to count toward diversion (i.e., pyrolysis, distillation, or 
biological conversion other than composting) while others would (for example, gasification 
and hydrolysis).  However, in a letter to Linda Moulton-Patterson, dated May 29, 2003, 
Assembly members Hannah-Beth Jackson and Barbara Matthews, and Senator Byron Sher, 
indicated that both the AB 2770 legislative history and statute reinforce their intent that no 
diversion credit be granted for the use of gasification.  In addition, the letter notes that the 
Legislature would look at the issue of diversion credit for conversion technologies after it 
receives the CIWMB’s report, thus indicating that there was no legislative intent to allow 
conversion technologies to count as diversion until that time.   

As the analysis indicates, feedstock preparation at most types of conversion technology 
facilities will result in additional recyclable materials being removed from the feed stream.  
Recyclable materials such as aluminum and glass are considered contaminants for many 
conversion processes and would reduce the efficiency of these processes.  Since nothing in 
the analysis suggests that the existing recycling and diversion infrastructure would be harmed 
by development of conversion technologies, and because recovery of recyclable materials 
may be enhanced by their development, the Legislature might consider some level of 
diversion credit for conversion technologies.  In considered diversion credit, certain 
conditions could be placed upon conversion operators and jurisdictions to further ensure that 
the diversion infrastructure is maintained.  Examples of conditions the Legislature could 
consider include but are not limited to:       

• The jurisdiction or regional agency continues to implement the recycling and 
diversion programs in the jurisdiction’s source reduction and recycling element or its 
modified annual report. 

• The facility complements the existing recycling and diversion infrastructure by 
conducting up-front recycling and is converting solid waste that was previously 
disposed. 

• The facility maintains or enhances environmental benefits, as evidenced by relevant 
testing of emissions and residues. 

• The facility does not harm the economic sustainability of the integrated waste 
management system. 
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In considering diversion credit for conversion facilities, statutory provisions should be included to 
assure that materials flowing to conversion facilities can be accounted for within the AB 939 
accounting structure and not intentionally result in higher diversion rates than the limit 
established by the Legislature. Corresponding changes in statutory provisions for permitting 
would also need to be adjusted accordingly. 

4. Market Research 

Conduct research on materials flow in California to document California's recycling 
infrastructure. Mapping the flow of materials will aid in maintaining the integrity of the 
existing recycling infrastructure while helping to determine infrastructure needs for 
conversion technologies. Ultimately this will help ensure that all facilities and operations 
behave as an integrated system. 

5. Interagency Task Force 

An Interagency Conversion Technologies Task Force should be established for the purpose of 
coordinating state agency activities related to the research and development of conversion 
technologies in an environmentally beneficial manner for the production of energy, 
alternative fuels, chemicals, and other products. The task force shall have all of the following 
goals: 

• Develop a research agenda to facilitate the acquisition of additional data 

• Encouraging and supporting the diversion of agricultural, municipal, and forestry 
biomass residuals to environmentally beneficial and productive uses such as energy, 
alternative fuels, and other products. 

• Assess the environmental benefits of conversion technologies. 

• Increasing market—based options for the use of biomass and post—recycled solid 
waste. 

• Provide technical review of potential conversion projects. 

The task force shall be comprised of one representative from each of the following state 
entities: 

• California Environmental Protection Agency 

• Resources Agency 

• CIWMB 

• Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment 

• Department of Toxic Substances Control 

• Regional Water Quality Control Board 

• State Air Resources Board 

• State Energy Resources Conservation and Development Commission 
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• 

• 

• 

• 

Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 

Department of Food and Agriculture 

Local Government representative 

Environmental organization representative 
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• Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 

• Department of Food and Agriculture 

• Local Government representative 

• Environmental organization representative 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2002-177 (Revised) 

Consideration Of Diversion Credit for Materials Sent To Conversion Facilities And A Definition 
Of "Conversion" 

WHEREAS, organic materials, paper, and plastics make up over three-fourths of what is 
landfilled in California; and 

WHEREAS, non-combustion technologies such as gasification and hydrolysis exist that can 
convert unused, post-recycled materials into high-value products; and 

WHEREAS, the Board's Strategic Plan encourages research on new technologies, supports local 
government efforts to use alternatives to landfilling (including conversion technologies), and 
promotes a "Zero-waste California" where the public, industry, and government strive to reduce, 
reuse, or recycle all municipal solid waste materials back into nature or the marketplace; and 

WHEREAS, major barriers identified by participants at the Board's May 2001 "Conversion 
Technologies For Municipal Residuals" Forum included statutory and regulatory constraints; and 

WHEREAS, staff held the "Regulation Of Conversion Technologies Workshop" on 
January 8, 2002, at which approximately 40 representatives from the technology industry, solid 
waste management industry, environmental community, and local and State governments 
discussed the regulatory and permitting framework for conversion technologies and diversion 
issues and developed recommendations; and 

WHEREAS, upon direction by the Board at its February 19-20, 2002 meeting, staff convened a 
small working group that met on March 8, 2002, to further discuss the definition and diversion 
credit issues; and 

WHEREAS, the working group reached consensus regarding a definition for conversion and 
findings that the Board should make in order for local jurisdictions to receive diversion credit, 
but did not reach consensus on whether to support a level of full, 25 percent, or 10 percent 
diversion credit; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board approves the following policy 
recommendations: 

Option 2B (Definition): ""Conversion" means the processing, through non-combustion thermal 
means, chemical means, or biological means, other than composting, of residual solid waste from 
which recyclable materials have been substantially diverted and/or removed to produce 
electricity, alternative fuels, chemicals, or other products that meet quality standards for use in 
the marketplace, with a minimum amount of residuals remaining after processing." 

(over) 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2002-177 (Revised) 

Consideration Of Diversion Credit for Materials Sent To Conversion Facilities And A Definition 
Of "Conversion" 
 
WHEREAS, organic materials, paper, and plastics make up over three-fourths of what is 
landfilled in California; and  
 
WHEREAS, non-combustion technologies such as gasification and hydrolysis exist that can 
convert unused, post-recycled materials into high-value products; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Board’s Strategic Plan encourages research on new technologies, supports local 
government efforts to use alternatives to landfilling (including conversion technologies), and 
promotes a “Zero-waste California” where the public, industry, and government strive to reduce, 
reuse, or recycle all municipal solid waste materials back into nature or the marketplace; and 
 
WHEREAS, major barriers identified by participants at the Board’s May 2001 “Conversion 
Technologies For Municipal Residuals” Forum included statutory and regulatory constraints; and  
 
WHEREAS, staff held the “Regulation Of Conversion Technologies Workshop” on  
January 8, 2002, at which approximately 40 representatives from the technology industry, solid 
waste management industry, environmental community, and local and State governments 
discussed the regulatory and permitting framework for conversion technologies and diversion 
issues and developed recommendations; and  
 
WHEREAS, upon direction by the Board at its February 19-20, 2002 meeting, staff convened a 
small working group that met on March 8, 2002, to further discuss the definition and diversion 
credit issues; and   
 
WHEREAS, the working group reached consensus regarding a definition for conversion and 
findings that the Board should make in order for local jurisdictions to receive diversion credit, 
but did not reach consensus on whether to support a level of full, 25 percent, or 10 percent 
diversion credit;  

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board approves the following policy 
recommendations:   
 
Option 2B (Definition):  “"Conversion" means the processing, through non-combustion thermal 
means, chemical means, or biological means, other than composting, of residual solid waste from 
which recyclable materials have been substantially diverted and/or removed to produce 
electricity, alternative fuels, chemicals, or other products that meet quality standards for use in 
the marketplace, with a minimum amount of residuals remaining after processing.” 
 

(over) 
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Option 3 (Findings): "Diversion credit shall be available if the Board makes the following 
findings: (1) the jurisdiction continues to implement the recycling and diversion programs in the 
jurisdiction's source reduction and recycling element or its modified annual report; (2) the 
facility complements the existing recycling and diversion infrastructure and is converting solid 
waste that was previously disposed; (3) the facility maintains or enhances environmental 
benefits; and (4) the facility maintains or enhances the economic sustainability of the integrated 
waste management system." 

Option 4 (Report): "Beginning in 3 years after a conversion facility is permitted by the CIWMB 
and is operational, the Board shall, in its annual report to the Legislature, summarize the status of 
the conversion industry, including a list of permitted facilities and their contribution to the 
diversion of materials from landfills." 

Option 5C (Level of Diversion Credit): "Jurisdictions that meet all of the above criteria [i.e., the 
findings by the Board] will be eligible for 10 percent diversion credit. Three years after a 
conversion facility is permitted by the CIWMB and is operational, the Board shall annually 
evaluate the amount of diversion credit that can be claimed by a jurisdiction, on a case-by-case 
basis, that sends materials to that facility. As part of its annual report to the Legislature in 2005, 
the Board should evaluate the effects of allowing diversion credit for conversion technologies 
and provide recommendations on whether the level of diversion credit should be increased as 
part of the AB 939 framework." 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board directs staff to work with the Office of 
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment to assess scientific research on air emissions from 
different conversion technologies. 

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Board recognizes that these policy 
recommendations and the need for conforming amendments may change during the normal 
course of legislative debate and procedures, and that the Board directs staff to work with 
Cal/EPA on responding to such changes. 

CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a 
resolution duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board held on April 16-17, 2002. 

Dated: April 17, 2002 

ORIGINAL SIGNED BY 

Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 

Resolution 2005-78 (Revised) 

Discussion And Consideration Of Conversion Technology Report To The Legislature 

WHEREAS, the 2003-2004 Waste Composition Study indicates that approximately 40 million tons of waste 
is landfilled in California; and 

WHEREAS, Zero Waste is a primary goal of the Board's strategic plan; and 

WHEREAS, Assembly Bill 2770, Chapter 740, Statutes of 2002, was signed by Governor Davis in 
September 2002 and required the CIWMB to research and evaluate new and emerging non-combustion 
thermal, chemical, and biological technologies and submit a report to the Legislature; and 

WHEREAS, The CIWMB contracted with the University of California to conduct an analysis of conversion 
technology processes and products; and 

WHEREAS, The CIWMB also contracted with RTI, International to conduct life cycle and market impact 
analyses of conversion technologies; and 

WHEREAS, these peer reviewed reports served as the major source of information for the CIWMB 
Conversion Technology Report to the Legislature; and 

WHEREAS, CIWMB staff conducted stakeholder workshops to discuss prior to preparation of the 
Conversion Technology Report To The Legislature; and 

WHEREASTOWM-B-staff-aeeepteEl-written-Gemmefits-and-hekl-two-stakehelder-wer-lEsheim-to-diseuss-the 
draft Conversion Technology Report To The Legislature; and 

WHEREAS, CIWMB staff accepted written comments and has considered stakeholder comments and 
amended the Report based on the stakeholders comments. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board adopts Option 1 and the Conversion Technology 
Report To The Legislature; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board directs staff to forward the Report through Cal/EPA and the 
Governor to the Legislature; and 

CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly 
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 

Dated: 

Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-78 (Revised) 

Discussion And Consideration Of Conversion Technology Report To The Legislature 
 
WHEREAS, the 2003-2004 Waste Composition Study indicates that approximately 40 million tons of waste 
is landfilled in California; and 
 
WHEREAS, Zero Waste is a primary goal of the Board’s strategic plan; and 
 
WHEREAS, Assembly Bill 2770, Chapter 740, Statutes of 2002, was signed by Governor Davis in 
September 2002 and required the CIWMB to research and evaluate new and emerging non-combustion 
thermal, chemical, and biological technologies and submit a report to the Legislature; and  
 
WHEREAS, The CIWMB contracted with the University of California to conduct an analysis of conversion 
technology processes and products; and  
 
WHEREAS, The CIWMB also contracted with RTI, International to conduct life cycle and market impact 
analyses of conversion technologies; and 
 
WHEREAS, these peer reviewed reports served as the major source of information for the CIWMB 
Conversion Technology Report to the Legislature; and  
 
WHEREAS, CIWMB staff conducted stakeholder workshops to discuss prior to preparation of the 
Conversion Technology Report To The Legislature; and  
 
WHEREAS, CIWMB staff accepted written comments and held two stakeholder workshops to discuss the 
draft Conversion Technology Report To The Legislature; and    
 
WHEREAS, CIWMB staff accepted written comments and has considered stakeholder comments and 
amended the Report based on the stakeholders comments. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board adopts Option 1 and the Conversion Technology 
Report To The Legislature; and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board directs staff to forward the Report through Cal/EPA and the 
Governor to the Legislature; and 
 

CERTIFICATION 
 
The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly 
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 
 
Dated:   
 
 
 
Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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Extensions For The Solid Waste Disposal And 
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by Merced County, Orange County, and the City of 
site cleanup grants approved pursuant to the Solid 

Site Cleanup (Solid Waste Cleanup) Program. Staff 
extensions. Table 1 (below) provides summary 

1. Grant Information Summary. 
information on the requests. 

Table 

Project Name 
Grant 

Amount 
Grant 

Balance 
Current 

Expiration Date 
Proposed 
Extension 

Birdland Illegal Disposal Site 
(Merced County) 

$300,000 $170,618 April 30, 2005 December 31, 2005 

Prima Deshecha Trash Removal 
Project (Orange County) 

$624,020 
(Matching) 

$624,020 April 30, 2005 March 30, 2007 

City of Vallejo Illegal Disposal Sites 
Cleanup Project (Solano County) 

$255,000 $231,016 April 30, 2005 April 30, 2006 

ITEM HISTORY 
a matching cleanup grant pursuant to the Solid Waste 

of Orange in the amount of $624,020. 

illegal disposal site cleanup grants pursuant to the Solid 
amounts of $300,000 for the County of Merced and 

extensions and adopt Resolution 2005-56; or 
extensions. 

Resolution 2005-56 to approve the requested time 

Section 48020(b) requires the Board to initiate a 
waste disposal sites and for the cleanup of solid waste 

responsible party either cannot be identified or is unable 
remediation and where the cleanup is needed to protect 
environment. The Board is authorized to provide grants 

site cleanup [PRC Sections 48021(b) and (c)]. 

In June 2003, the Board approved 
Cleanup Program for the County 

In May 2003, the Board approved 
Waste Cleanup Program in the 
$255,000 for the City of Vallejo. 

OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
1. Approve the requested time 
2. Disapprove the requested time 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends option 1, adopt 
extensions. 

ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 

Public Resources Code (PRC) 
program for the cleanup of solid 
at codisposal sites where the 
or unwilling to pay for timely 
public health and safety or the 
to public entities to assist in 
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ITEM 
Consideration Of Grant Agreement Time Extensions For The Solid Waste Disposal And 
Codisposal Site Cleanup Program For Merced County, Orange County, And City Of Vallejo 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
Time extensions have been requested by Merced County, Orange County, and the City of 
Vallejo for their respective disposal site cleanup grants approved pursuant to the Solid 
Waste Disposal and Codisposal Site Cleanup (Solid Waste Cleanup) Program.  Staff 
recommends approval of the time extensions.  Table 1 (below) provides summary 
information on the requests. 

Table 1.  Grant Information Summary. 
 

Project Name 
Grant 

Amount 
Grant 

Balance 
Current 

Expiration Date 
Proposed 
Extension  

Birdland Illegal Disposal Site 
(Merced County) 

$300,000 $170,618 April 30, 2005 December 31, 2005

Prima Deshecha Trash Removal 
Project (Orange County) 

$624,020 
(Matching)

$624,020 April 30, 2005 March 30, 2007 

City of Vallejo Illegal Disposal Sites 
Cleanup Project (Solano County) 

$255,000 $231,016 April 30, 2005 April 30, 2006 

 
II. ITEM HISTORY 

In June 2003, the Board approved a matching cleanup grant pursuant to the Solid Waste 
Cleanup Program for the County of Orange in the amount of $624,020. 
 
In May 2003, the Board approved illegal disposal site cleanup grants pursuant to the Solid 
Waste Cleanup Program in the amounts of $300,000 for the County of Merced and 
$255,000 for the City of Vallejo.   
 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
1. Approve the requested time extensions and adopt Resolution 2005-56; or 
2. Disapprove the requested time extensions. 
 

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends option 1, adopt Resolution 2005-56 to approve the requested time 
extensions. 
 

V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 

Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 48020(b) requires the Board to initiate a 
program for the cleanup of solid waste disposal sites and for the cleanup of solid waste 
at codisposal sites where the responsible party either cannot be identified or is unable 
or unwilling to pay for timely remediation and where the cleanup is needed to protect 
public health and safety or the environment.  The Board is authorized to provide grants 
to public entities to assist in site cleanup [PRC Sections 48021(b) and (c)]. 
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Since inception of the Solid Waste Cleanup Program in 1994, the Board has awarded 
forty seven (47) grants totaling approximately $21,500,000. Sixteen grants (16) are 
currently active. In accordance with Board policy implemented by the Grants 
Administrative Unit, the grant terms are normally up to three fiscal years including the 
year of award. Extensions are considered for approval by the Board on a case-by-case 
basis. The Board has previously approved time extensions for grants awarded under 
the program in April 2004 (three grants) and May 2003 (two grants). The grants under 
consideration in this item have not previously requested time extensions. 

Birdland Illegal Disposal Site (Merced County): This 12-acre illegal disposal site is 
located in an area known as "Big Water Lake", a part of the Los Banos State Waterfowl 
Area, Merced County. At the time of cleanup grant approval, this site contained 
approximately 2,000 cubic yards wood waste, 150 cubic yards treated wood waste (railroad 
ties), 400 cubic yards gypsum board, 300 cubic yards concrete/asphalt, 50 cubic yards of 
scrap metal items, approximately 400 waste tires, 12 trailers/frames, 20 abandoned 
vehicles, 3 pieces of farm machinery, a dilapidated wood-frame/metal-clad building, 
dismembered heating tanks, and a partially dismantled-roofless steel storage tank. 

The Merced County Public Health Department (Merced County), which acts as the Board's 
Local Enforcement Agency (LEA), is removing the solid waste and dangerous building at 
this site under this grant by contract with a private firm. The LEA has also committed to 
provide ongoing enforcement to prevent recurring illegal disposal at the site. 

By letter dated December 29, 2004, Merced County requested an extension of the 
grant from April 30, 2005 until December 31, 2005 to address delays in completing 
the project. The delays are due to problems with the contractor and a larger quantity 
of solid waste encountered than expected. The County conveyed in their letter that 
the issues are resolved and the project is on schedule for completion by the requested 
extension date. 

Prima Deshecha Trash Removal Project (Orange County): The matching grant 
project will remove solid waste and treat contaminated liquids in contact with solid 
waste (leachate) that accumulate at Poche Beach. Poche Beach is a public beach 
owned by Orange County and receives an estimated 112,000 visitors each year. 

The project includes construction, operation, and maintenance of a waste removal 
system (trash nets and treatment plant) in the public right-of-way. Additional 
pollution source tracking and monitoring will also be conducted as part of the project 
to confirm performance of the system. Although these systems will cleanup solid 
waste and control leachate, they will have an added benefit of treatment of bacteria 
and dissolved contaminants from sources other than solid waste. The County is 
responsible for CEQA compliance, contract procurement, design, construction quality 
assurance, permits, and long-term operation and maintenance. 

The preliminary total project cost was estimated at $1,984,691 and the County is 
providing all additional funding needed to complete the project through other grants 
or sources of funding, and will be responsible for long-term operations and 
maintenance beyond the grant term. 
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year of award.  Extensions are considered for approval by the Board on a case-by-case 
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approximately 2,000 cubic yards wood waste, 150 cubic yards treated wood waste (railroad 
ties), 400 cubic yards gypsum board, 300 cubic yards concrete/asphalt, 50 cubic yards of 
scrap metal items, approximately 400 waste tires, 12 trailers/frames, 20 abandoned 
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Local Enforcement Agency (LEA), is removing the solid waste and dangerous building at 
this site under this grant by contract with a private firm.  The LEA has also committed to 
provide ongoing enforcement to prevent recurring illegal disposal at the site. 
 
By letter dated December 29, 2004, Merced County requested an extension of the 
grant from April 30, 2005 until December 31, 2005 to address delays in completing 
the project.  The delays are due to problems with the contractor and a larger quantity 
of solid waste encountered than expected.  The County conveyed in their letter that 
the issues are resolved and the project is on schedule for completion by the requested 
extension date.   
 
Prima Deshecha Trash Removal Project (Orange County):  The matching grant 
project will remove solid waste and treat contaminated liquids in contact with solid 
waste (leachate) that accumulate at Poche Beach.  Poche Beach is a public beach 
owned by Orange County and receives an estimated 112,000 visitors each year.   
 
The project includes construction, operation, and maintenance of a waste removal 
system (trash nets and treatment plant) in the public right-of-way.  Additional 
pollution source tracking and monitoring will also be conducted as part of the project 
to confirm performance of the system.  Although these systems will cleanup solid 
waste and control leachate, they will have an added benefit of treatment of bacteria 
and dissolved contaminants from sources other than solid waste.  The County is 
responsible for CEQA compliance, contract procurement, design, construction quality 
assurance, permits, and long-term operation and maintenance.   

 
The preliminary total project cost was estimated at $1,984,691 and the County is 
providing all additional funding needed to complete the project through other grants 
or sources of funding, and will be responsible for long-term operations and 
maintenance beyond the grant term. 
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By letter dated January 5, 2005, the Orange County Resources and Development 
Management Department requested an extension of the grant from April 30, 2005 
until March 30, 2007 because of higher cost estimates based on the "90 percent" 
design plans and specifications and resultant delays in establishing the remaining 
funding needed to complete the project. The County conveyed in their letter that they 
have obtained the additional funding assistance and are on schedule to complete the 
project under an updated schedule by the requested extension date. 

City of Vallejo Illegal Disposal Sites Cleanup Project (Solano County): Under this 
grant, the City of Vallejo Public Works Department (City) is mitigating thirty-one 
(31) public right-of-way and owned "hot spots" used for illegal dumping throughout 
the City limits 

In additional to waste removal using grant funds, preventive measures are being 
implemented including signs, fencing and barriers upon completion of site cleanups. 
A public awareness and outreach program has been created to educate the public 
regarding nuisance dumping by means of billboard, newspaper advertisements, 
brochures and television advertisements. The City is also providing in-kind services 
such as installation of surveillance cameras and other monitoring as part of its 
commitment to provide ongoing enforcement to prevent recurring illegal disposal at 
the site, two vehicles for the work crew to conduct cleanup, lighting and maintenance 
activities by the Code Enforcement Department, documentation and analyses, and 
preparation of a final report upon completion of the project. 

By letter dated February 1, 2005, the City requested an extension of the grant from 
April 30, 2005 until April 30, 2006 because of unanticipated delays in completing the 
project based on the following factors: a need for additional surveys of sites to 
establish property boundaries; inclement weather; unanticipated problems in dealing 
with the homeless population at the largest site; and the initial bids for cleanup were 
higher than expected for the largest site thereby requiring the City to re-bid the entire 
project. Extension of the grant agreement to April 30, 2006 will allow the project to 
be completed under the revised time schedule. 

B.  Environmental Issues 
Based on the degree of risk to public health and safety and the environment, the sites 
that are being abated by the City of Vallejo and Orange County grant funds were 
evaluated as Priority Al and the site being abated by the County of Merced was 
evaluated as Priority A3. Priority Al is a confirmed condition of pollution or 
nuisance from solid waste based on a comparison with State minimum standards with 
significant residential, industrial, park, recreation, or environmentally sensitive areas 
within 1,000 feet of the sites. Priority A3 is a confirmed condition of pollution or 
nuisance from solid waste based on a comparison with State minimum standards in a 
rural area. If these Grants Agreements are not extended, it is unlikely that the cleanup 
work will be completed in the near future. 

C.  Program/Long Term Impacts 
Due to the uncertainty of the future funding, unless these Grant Agreement time extensions 
are approved, it is unknown when these Priority A sites can be cleaned up; thus the sites 
will continue to pose a risk to the public health and safety and the environment. 
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By letter dated January 5, 2005, the Orange County Resources and Development 
Management Department requested an extension of the grant from April 30, 2005 
until March 30, 2007 because of higher cost estimates based on the “90 percent” 
design plans and specifications and resultant delays in establishing the remaining 
funding needed to complete the project.  The County conveyed in their letter that they 
have obtained the additional funding assistance and are on schedule to complete the 
project under an updated schedule by the requested extension date.  
 
City of Vallejo Illegal Disposal Sites Cleanup Project (Solano County): Under this 
grant, the City of Vallejo Public Works Department (City) is mitigating thirty-one 
(31) public right-of-way and owned “hot spots” used for illegal dumping throughout 
the City limits.   
 
In additional to waste removal using grant funds, preventive measures are being 
implemented including signs, fencing and barriers upon completion of site cleanups.  
A public awareness and outreach program has been created to educate the public 
regarding nuisance dumping by means of billboard, newspaper advertisements, 
brochures and television advertisements.  The City is also providing in-kind services 
such as installation of surveillance cameras and other monitoring as part of its 
commitment to provide ongoing enforcement to prevent recurring illegal disposal at 
the site, two vehicles for the work crew to conduct cleanup, lighting and maintenance 
activities by the Code Enforcement Department, documentation and analyses, and 
preparation of a final report upon completion of the project. 
 
By letter dated February 1, 2005, the City requested an extension of the grant from 
April 30, 2005 until April 30, 2006 because of unanticipated delays in completing the 
project based on the following factors: a need for additional surveys of sites to 
establish property boundaries; inclement weather; unanticipated problems in dealing 
with the homeless population at the largest site; and the initial bids for cleanup were 
higher than expected for the largest site thereby requiring the City to re-bid the entire 
project.  Extension of the grant agreement to April 30, 2006 will allow the project to 
be completed under the revised time schedule. 
   

B. Environmental Issues 
Based on the degree of risk to public health and safety and the environment, the sites 
that are being abated by the City of Vallejo and Orange County grant funds were 
evaluated as Priority A1 and the site being abated by the County of Merced was 
evaluated as Priority A3.  Priority A1 is a confirmed condition of pollution or 
nuisance from solid waste based on a comparison with State minimum standards with 
significant residential, industrial, park, recreation, or environmentally sensitive areas 
within 1,000 feet of the sites.  Priority A3 is a confirmed condition of pollution or 
nuisance from solid waste based on a comparison with State minimum standards in a 
rural area.  If these Grants Agreements are not extended, it is unlikely that the cleanup 
work will be completed in the near future. 
 

C. Program/Long Term Impacts 
Due to the uncertainty of the future funding, unless these Grant Agreement time extensions 
are approved, it is unknown when these Priority A sites can be cleaned up; thus the sites 
will continue to pose a risk to the public health and safety and the environment. 
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D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Without a time extension, it is unlikely that these local government Grantees will be 
able to complete the cleanup of the grant sites in the near future. 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
If the grants are allowed to expire, unused funds will revert back to the Solid Waste 
Disposal Site Cleanup Trust Fund for future projects. Extending the grants will 
ensure utilization of the funds the Board approved for these sites. Update on Trust 
Fund status will be available for presentation at the Permitting and Enforcement 
Committee and Board Meetings concerning this item. 

F. Legal Issues 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any legal issues related to this item. 

G. Environmental Justice 
The Grantees are required to perform their grants in a manner that is consistent with 
the principles of Environmental Justice as set forth in PRC Section 72000. 

H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
This item supports Strategic Plan Goal 4, by directing Board resources to manage and 
mitigate the impacts of solid waste on public health and safety and the environment. 

VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
The previously approved grants would utilize existing encumbered funds from the Solid 
Waste Disposal Site Cleanup Trust Fund. No additional funds are requested. 

1. Fund Source 
2. Amount 

Available 
3. Amount to 

Fund Item 
4. Amount 

Remaining 
5. Line 

Item 

Solid Waste Disposal N/A N/A N/A Grants 
Trust Fund 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1. Resolution Number 2005-56 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff: Scott Walker Phone: (916) 341-6319 
B. Legal Staff: Steve Levine Phone: (916) 341-6064 

Holly Armstrong Phone: (916) 341-6060 
C. Administration Staff: Roger Ikemoto Phone: (916) 341-6116 

IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION 
A. Support 

Staff has received written requests from the Grantees in support of this item. 
B. Opposition 

Staff had not received any written 
publication. 

opposition at the time this item was submitted for 
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D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Without a time extension, it is unlikely that these local government Grantees will be 
able to complete the cleanup of the grant sites in the near future. 
 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
If the grants are allowed to expire, unused funds will revert back to the Solid Waste 
Disposal Site Cleanup Trust Fund for future projects.  Extending the grants will 
ensure utilization of the funds the Board approved for these sites.  Update on Trust 
Fund status will be available for presentation at the Permitting and Enforcement 
Committee and Board Meetings concerning this item. 
 

F. Legal Issues 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any legal issues related to this item. 
 

G. Environmental Justice 
The Grantees are required to perform their grants in a manner that is consistent with 
the principles of Environmental Justice as set forth in PRC Section 72000. 
 

H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
This item supports Strategic Plan Goal 4, by directing Board resources to manage and 
mitigate the impacts of solid waste on public health and safety and the environment. 
 

VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
The previously approved grants would utilize existing encumbered funds from the Solid 
Waste Disposal Site Cleanup Trust Fund.  No additional funds are requested.   
 

1. Fund Source 2. Amount 
Available 

3. Amount to 
Fund Item 

4. Amount 
Remaining 

5. Line 
Item 

Solid Waste Disposal 
Trust Fund 

N/A N/A N/A Grants 

 
VII. ATTACHMENTS 

1. Resolution Number 2005-56 
 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff:  Scott Walker Phone:  (916) 341-6319 
B.  Legal Staff:  Steve Levine Phone:  (916) 341-6064          

Holly Armstrong Phone:  (916) 341-6060 
C. Administration Staff:  Roger Ikemoto Phone:  (916) 341-6116 
 

IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION  
A. Support 

Staff has received written requests from the Grantees in support of this item. 
B. Opposition 

Staff had not received any written opposition at the time this item was submitted for 
publication. 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-56 

Consideration Of Grant Agreement Time Extensions For The Solid Waste Disposal And 
Codisposal Site Cleanup Program For Merced County, Orange County, And City Of Vallejo 

WHEREAS, Public Resources Code (PRC) Sections 48020 et seq. authorize the California 
Integrated Waste Management Board (Board) to implement the Solid Waste Disposal and Codisposal 
Site Cleanup Program to remediate environmental problems caused by solid waste and to clean up 
illegal disposal sites to protect public health and safety or the environment where the responsible 
parties cannot be identified or are unable or unwilling to pay for timely remediation; and 

WHEREAS, PRC Sections 48021(b) and (c) authorize the Board to provide grants to public entities 
to assist in site cleanup; and 

WHEREAS, in June 2003, the Board approved a matching grant pursuant to the Solid Waste Cleanup 
Program for the County of Orange in the amount of six hundred twenty four thousand and twenty 
dollars ($624,020); and in May 2003, the Board approved illegal disposal site grants pursuant to the 
Solid Waste Cleanup Program in the amounts of three hundred thousand dollars ($300,000) for the 
County of Merced and two hundred fifty five thousand dollars ($255,000) for the City of Vallejo. 

WHEREAS, Merced County, Orange County and the City of Vallejo require additional time to 
complete cleanups for all the Priority A sites approved by the Board in their respective grants and 
Board approval of the requested time extensions will not result in the allocation of additional funds 
from the Solid Waste Disposal Site Cleanup Trust Fund; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board approves Grant Agreement time extensions to: 
December 31, 2005, for Merced County (Grant No. SWC4-02-1); March 30, 2007, for Orange County 
(Grant No. SWC5-02-1); and April 30, 2006, for the City of Vallejo (Grant No. SWC4-02-2). 

CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste Management 
Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and 
regularly adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management Board held on 
March 15-16, 2005. 

Dated: 

Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-56 

Consideration Of Grant Agreement Time Extensions For The Solid Waste Disposal And 
Codisposal Site Cleanup Program For Merced County, Orange County, And City Of Vallejo 
 
WHEREAS,  Public Resources Code (PRC) Sections 48020 et seq. authorize the California 
Integrated Waste Management Board (Board) to implement the Solid Waste Disposal and Codisposal 
Site Cleanup Program to remediate environmental problems caused by solid waste and to clean up 
illegal disposal sites to protect public health and safety or the environment where the responsible 
parties cannot be identified or are unable or unwilling to pay for timely remediation; and 
 
WHEREAS,  PRC Sections 48021(b) and (c) authorize the Board to provide grants to public entities 
to assist in site cleanup; and 
 
WHEREAS,  in June 2003, the Board approved a matching grant pursuant to the Solid Waste Cleanup 
Program for the County of Orange in the amount of six hundred twenty four thousand and twenty 
dollars ($624,020); and in May 2003, the Board approved illegal disposal site grants pursuant to the 
Solid Waste Cleanup Program in the amounts of three hundred thousand dollars ($300,000) for the 
County of Merced and two hundred fifty five thousand dollars ($255,000) for the City of Vallejo.   
 
WHEREAS,  Merced County, Orange County and the City of Vallejo require additional time to 
complete cleanups for all the Priority A sites approved by the Board in their respective grants and 
Board approval of the requested time extensions will not result in the allocation of additional funds 
from the Solid Waste Disposal Site Cleanup Trust Fund; and 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Board approves Grant Agreement time extensions to: 
December 31, 2005, for Merced County (Grant No. SWC4-02-1); March 30, 2007, for Orange County 
(Grant No. SWC5-02-1); and April 30, 2006, for the City of Vallejo (Grant No. SWC4-02-2). 
 

CERTIFICATION 
 
The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste Management 
Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and 
regularly adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management Board held on  
March 15-16, 2005. 
 
Dated:   
 
 
 
Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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AGENDA ITEM 24 (Revised) 
ITEM 
Consideration Of A Revised Full Solid Waste Facilities Permit (Disposal Facility And Compostable 
Materials Handling Facility) For The Shafter-Wasco Sanitary Landfill, Kern County 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
1. This item requests Board concurrence on the revision of the Shafter-Wasco Sanitary 

Landfill solid waste facilities permit. 
2. Pursuant to Public Resources Code, Section 44009, the Board has 60 calendar days to 

concur in or object to the issuance of a full solid waste facilities permit. The proposed 
permit for this facility was received February 16, 2005. The date for submittal of a 
proposed permit that would allow 60 days for Board review prior to the March Board 
meeting was January 14, 2005. The Board has until April 17, 2005 to act on this 
permit. When the proposed permit was received on February 7, 2004, the package 
contained all of the items required in Title 27, CCR, Section 21685. 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
1. The current permit for the Tempi Shafter-Wasco Sanitary Landfill was last 

concurred with by the Board on February 11, 2003. 
2. Compliance History: 

2000 — Ten State Minimum Standard (SMS) violations and no permit violations. 
2001 — Twelve Eleven SMS and eleven ten permit violations. 
2002 — Five SMS violations and eight permit violations. 
2003 — Ten SMS or no permit violations. 
2004 — One SMS or no permit violations. 
2005 — No SMS violations and no permit violations. (January) 

Details concerning the above list of violations are included in the "Consistent with 
State Minimum Standards," Section V.A., "Staff Analysis," item 2 of this item. 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
The Board may decide to do one of the following: 
1. Concur in the issuance of the proposed permit as submitted by the Local Enforcement 

Agency (LEA). 
2. Object to the issuance of the proposed permit as submitted by the LEA. 
3. Take no action on the proposed permit as submitted by the LEA. If the Board 

chooses this option, the Board shall be deemed to have concurred in the issuance of 
the proposed permit 60 days after the Board's receipt of the permit. 

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Board adopt option one, concurrence in the issuance of the 
proposed permit. 
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AGENDA ITEM 24 (Revised) 

ITEM 
Consideration Of A Revised Full Solid Waste Facilities Permit (Disposal Facility And Compostable 
Materials Handling Facility) For The Shafter-Wasco Sanitary Landfill, Kern County  

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
1. This item requests Board concurrence on the revision of the Shafter-Wasco Sanitary 

Landfill solid waste facilities permit. 
2. Pursuant to Public Resources Code, Section 44009, the Board has 60 calendar days to 

concur in or object to the issuance of a full solid waste facilities permit. The proposed 
permit for this facility was received February 16, 2005.  The date for submittal of a 
proposed permit that would allow 60 days for Board review prior to the March Board 
meeting was January 14, 2005.  The Board has until April 17, 2005 to act on this 
permit.  When the proposed permit was received on February 7, 2004, the package 
contained all of the items required in Title 27, CCR, Section 21685. 

 
II. ITEM HISTORY 

1. The current permit for the Tehachapi Shafter-Wasco Sanitary Landfill was last 
concurred with by the Board on February 11, 2003. 

2. Compliance History: 
2000 – Ten State Minimum Standard (SMS) violations and no permit violations.  
2001 – Twelve Eleven SMS and eleven ten permit violations.  
2002 – Five SMS violations and eight permit violations. 
2003 – Ten SMS or no permit violations. 
2004 – One SMS or no permit violations. 
2005 – No SMS violations and no permit violations.  (January)   

 
Details concerning the above list of violations are included in the “Consistent with 
State Minimum Standards,” Section V.A., “Staff Analysis,” item 2 of this item. 

 
III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 

The Board may decide to do one of the following: 
1. Concur in the issuance of the proposed permit as submitted by the Local Enforcement 

Agency (LEA). 
2. Object to the issuance of the proposed permit as submitted by the LEA. 
3. Take no action on the proposed permit as submitted by the LEA.  If the Board 

chooses this option, the Board shall be deemed to have concurred in the issuance of 
the proposed permit 60 days after the Board’s receipt of the permit. 

 
IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends that the Board adopt option one, concurrence in the issuance of the 
proposed permit. 
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V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 

Facility Name: Shafter-Wasco Sanitary Landfill 
Facility Number 15-AA-0057 

Facility Type: Existing municipal solid waste landfill 

Proposed Facility 
Type: Municipal solid waste landfill and composting facility 

Location: 17621 Scofield Avenue, Shafter, Kern County 

Permitted Acreage: 160.61 total acres, 135 disposal acres 

Setting: Exclusive Agricultural District 

Operational Status: Permitted, active 

Permitted Tonnage: 888 tons per day 

Proposed Permitted 1,500 tons per day and up to 2,250 tons per day for 15 days 
Tonnage: per quarter 

Permitted Traffic 
Volume: 388 vehicles per day 

Proposed Permitted 
Traffic Volume: 788 vehicles per day 

Permitted Maximum 
Elevation: 370 feet above mean sea level 

Permitted Maximum 
Depth: 260 feet below ground surface 

Permitted Hours: 7:00 a.m. to no later than 5:00 p.m., Monday through Sunday 
(The specific hours of operation within this time period are 
stated in the facility's Report of Disposal Site Information.) 

Permitted 
Design Capacity: 11,635,500 cubic yards 

Estimated 
Closure Date: 2027 

Owner/Operator: Kern County Waste Management Department 

LEA: Kern County Environmental Health Services Department 

Background 
The landfill is owned and operated by Kern County Waste Management Department. 
Waste Management, Inc. Mitchell F. Brown Engineering, a contract operator, conducts 
the day-to-day operation of the landfill. Averages of 385 tons of waste per day with a 
peak of 2,190 tons per day of solid waste have been received at the landfill (September 
1999 through April 2004). Waste received at the landfill includes municipal solid 
waste, agricultural waste, construction and demolition waste, and dead animals. 
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V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 

Facility Name: Shafter-Wasco Sanitary Landfill 
 Facility Number 15-AA-0057 
 

Facility Type: Existing municipal solid waste landfill 
 

Proposed Facility 
Type: Municipal solid waste landfill and composting facility 
 

Location: 17621 Scofield Avenue, Shafter, Kern County 
 

Permitted Acreage: 160.61 total acres, 135 disposal acres 
 

Setting: Exclusive Agricultural District 
 

Operational Status: Permitted, active 
 

Permitted Tonnage: 888 tons per day 
 

Proposed Permitted 1,500 tons per day and up to 2,250 tons per day for 15 days 
Tonnage: per quarter 
 

Permitted Traffic 
Volume: 388 vehicles per day 
 

Proposed Permitted 
Traffic Volume: 788 vehicles per day 
 

Permitted Maximum 
Elevation: 370 feet above mean sea level 
 

Permitted Maximum 
Depth: 260 feet below ground surface 
 

Permitted Hours: 7:00 a.m. to no later than 5:00 p.m., Monday through Sunday 
(The specific hours of operation within this time period are 
stated in the facility’s Report of Disposal Site Information.) 

 

Permitted 
Design Capacity: 11,635,500 cubic yards 
 

Estimated 
Closure Date: 2027 
 
Owner/Operator: Kern County Waste Management Department 
 

LEA: Kern County Environmental Health Services Department 
 
Background 
The landfill is owned and operated by Kern County Waste Management Department.  
Waste Management, Inc. Mitchell F. Brown Engineering, a contract operator, conducts 
the day-to-day operation of the landfill.  Averages of 385 tons of waste per day with a 
peak of 2,190 tons per day of solid waste have been received at the landfill (September 
1999 through April 2004).  Waste received at the landfill includes municipal solid 
waste, agricultural waste, construction and demolition waste, and dead animals. 
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The landfill is located in western Kern 
Shafter. The landfill services an area 
population of about 120,000. The cities 
the unincorporated communities of 

County about eight miles west of the city of 
of approximately 2,075 square miles and a 

of Shafter, Wasco, Delano, McFarland, and 
Glenville, Lost Hills, Buttonwillow, and Rosedale 

program, green materials (grass, leaves, 
suitable for acceptance at local composting 
and stockpiled at the landfill. When a 
accumulated (approximately 30 to 40 tons) the 
for shipment to offsite composting facilities. 

all green material stockpiles twice weekly by 
requirements of the Compostable Material 

impact minimization plan implementation. 

revised solid waste facilities permit: 
to the composting activity which was initially 
an RDSI amendment in December 2003. 

888 to 1,500 tons per day and allowing up to 

volume from 388 to 788 vehicles per day. 
and "Enforcement Agency Conditions" of 

staff's review and analysis of the proposed 
package: 

the 

are serviced by the landfill. 

As part of the landfill's ongoing diversion 
and other similar material) which are 
facilities are received from customers 
sufficient amount of material has been 
material is loaded into transfer vehicles 
Temperature readings are taken on 
onsite staff. The activity meets the 
Handling regulations including odor 

Key Issues 
Changes identified in the proposed 
1. Includes reference in the permit 

described and approved through 
2. Increases in permitted tonnage from 

2,250 tpd for 15 days per quarter. 
3. Increases in the permitted traffic 
4. Update language in the "Prohibitions" 

the permit. 

Staff Analysis 
The following table summarizes Board 
revised solid waste facilities permit 

Summary of Board 
Findings for Facility 

#15-AA-0057 
Adequate Inadequate 

To Be 
Determined 

Not 
Applicable 

See 
Details in 
Section 

CIWMP Conformance X 1. 
Consistency with State 
Minimum Standards 

X 2 

California Environmental 
Quality Act 

X V.B. 

Closure Plan 
Completeness 
Determination 

X 3.  

Funding for Closure and 
Post-closure Maintenance 

X 4.  

Operating Liability X 4. 
Report of Disposal Site 

Information 
X 5.  

1. County Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP). The proposed permit is for 
Avenue, Shaffer, in Kern 

of any new or expanded 
county's Countywide 
to be found to be in 

Shafter-Wasco Sanitary Landfill, located at 17621 Scofield 
County. 

Public Resources Code Section 50001 requires the location 
solid waste disposal facility to be identified in the applicable 
Siting Element (CSE) for the proposed permit for that facility 
conformance with the CSE. 
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The landfill is located in western Kern County about eight miles west of the city of 
Shafter.  The landfill services an area of approximately 2,075 square miles and a 
population of about 120,000.  The cities of Shafter, Wasco, Delano, McFarland, and 
the unincorporated communities of Glenville, Lost Hills, Buttonwillow, and Rosedale 
are serviced by the landfill. 
 
As part of the landfill’s ongoing diversion program, green materials (grass, leaves, 
and other similar material) which are suitable for acceptance at local composting 
facilities are received from customers and stockpiled at the landfill.  When a 
sufficient amount of material has been accumulated (approximately 30 to 40 tons) the 
material is loaded into transfer vehicles for shipment to offsite composting facilities.  
Temperature readings are taken on all green material stockpiles twice weekly by 
onsite staff.  The activity meets the requirements of the Compostable Material 
Handling regulations including odor impact minimization plan implementation.   
 
Key Issues 
Changes identified in the proposed revised solid waste facilities permit: 
1. Includes reference in the permit to the composting activity which was initially 

described and approved through an RDSI amendment in December 2003. 
2. Increases in permitted tonnage from 888 to 1,500 tons per day and allowing up to 

2,250 tpd for 15 days per quarter. 
3. Increases in the permitted traffic volume from 388 to 788 vehicles per day. 
4. Update language in the “Prohibitions” and “Enforcement Agency Conditions” of 

the permit. 
 
Staff Analysis 
The following table summarizes Board staff’s review and analysis of the proposed 
revised solid waste facilities permit package: 

Summary of Board 
Findings for Facility 

#15-AA-0057 
Adequate Inadequate To Be 

Determined 
Not 

Applicable 

See 
Details in 
Section 

CIWMP Conformance X    1. 
Consistency with State 
Minimum Standards X    2. 

California Environmental 
Quality Act X    V.B. 

Closure Plan 
Completeness 
Determination 

X    3. 

Funding for Closure and 
Post-closure Maintenance X    4. 

Operating Liability X    4. 
Report of Disposal Site 

Information X    5. 

1. County Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP). The proposed permit is for the 
Shafter-Wasco Sanitary Landfill, located at 17621 Scofield Avenue, Shafter, in Kern 
County.   

 
Public Resources Code Section 50001 requires the location of any new or expanded 
solid waste disposal facility to be identified in the applicable county's Countywide 
Siting Element (CSE) for the proposed permit for that facility to be found to be in 
conformance with the CSE.   
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2.  

3.  

4.  

The location of Shafter-Wasco Sanitary Landfill is identified in the County's CSE. The 
Office of Local Assistance staff therefore finds the proposed permit to be in 
conformance with the County's CSE. 

Consistency with State Minimum Standards (SMS). Board staff conducted a pre-permit 
inspection at the facility on February 10, 2005 and found that the design and operations 
of the facility were consistent with the applicable SMS. 

Below are the details of the facility's SMS compliance history and permit compliance 
history based on the LEA's monthly inspection reports for the period of January 1999 
through October 2004. With the last revision to the permit in February 2003, and the 
RDSI amendment regarding the composting activity, all of the permit issues were 
resolved and most of the operating issues were addressed. 

Calendar Year 2000. Ten SMS violations, six for onsite tire storage, two for alternative 
daily cover, one for spreading and compacting of waste, and one for grading of fill 
surfaces. No permit violations. 

Calendar Year 2001. Twelw Eleven SMS violation, one for alternative daily cover, 
three for grading of fill surfaces, four for drainage and erosion control, and feu three 
for to the landfill's disposal information. Eleven not providing revisions report of site 
Ten permit violations, feu three issued to the operator for non-compliance with terms 
and conditions of permit and seven for significant change. 

Calendar Year 2002. Five SMS violations, four for onsite tire storage and one for 
scavenging, salvaging, and storage. Eight permit violations issued to the operator for 
significant change. 

Calendar Year 2003. Ten SMS violations, three for onsite tire storage, two for lack of 
intermediate cover, two for drainage and erosion control, one for grading of fill surfaces, 
one for daily cover, and one for alternative daily cover. No permit violations. 

Calendar Year 2004. One SMS violation for alternative daily cover. No permit 
violations. 

Calendar Year 2005. No SMS or permit violations for the month of January. 

Closure Plan Completeness. Closure and Technical Services Section staff has 
determined that the Closure and Post-closure Maintenance Plans for the proposed 
permit are consistent with applicable SMS as required pursuant to Title 27, CCR, 
Section 21685(b)(5). 

Funding for Closure and Post-closure Maintenance and Operating Liability. Staff of the 
Financial Assurance Section completed a review of the financial assurance 
demonstration for Shafter-Wasco Sanitary Landfill. 

The financial assurance demonstration for closure of the facility is an enterprise fund, as 
identified in Title 27, CCR, Division 2, Subdivision 1, Chapter 6, Subchapter 3, Article 
2 (the Regulations), Section 22241. The postclosure maintenance costs are assured by 
the demonstration of a pledge of revenue agreement, as identified in Section 22245 of 
the Regulations. 
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The location of Shafter-Wasco Sanitary Landfill is identified in the County's CSE.  The 
Office of Local Assistance staff therefore finds the proposed permit to be in 
conformance with the County’s CSE. 
 

2. Consistency with State Minimum Standards (SMS).  Board staff conducted a pre-permit 
inspection at the facility on February 10, 2005 and found that the design and operations 
of the facility were consistent with the applicable SMS. 

 
Below are the details of the facility’s SMS compliance history and permit compliance 
history based on the LEA’s monthly inspection reports for the period of January 1999 
through October 2004.  With the last revision to the permit in February 2003, and the 
RDSI amendment regarding the composting activity, all of the permit issues were 
resolved and most of the operating issues were addressed.  

 
Calendar Year 2000.  Ten SMS violations, six for onsite tire storage, two for alternative 
daily cover, one for spreading and compacting of waste, and one for grading of fill 
surfaces.  No permit violations. 
 
Calendar Year 2001.  Twelve Eleven SMS violation, one for alternative daily cover, 
three for grading of fill surfaces, four for drainage and erosion control, and four three 
for not providing revisions to the landfill’s report of disposal site information.  Eleven 
Ten permit violations, four three issued to the operator for non-compliance with terms 
and conditions of permit and seven for significant change. 

 
Calendar Year 2002.  Five SMS violations, four for onsite tire storage and one for 
scavenging, salvaging, and storage.  Eight permit violations issued to the operator for 
significant change. 

 
Calendar Year 2003.  Ten SMS violations, three for onsite tire storage, two for lack of 
intermediate cover, two for drainage and erosion control, one for grading of fill surfaces, 
one for daily cover, and one for alternative daily cover.  No permit violations. 

 
Calendar Year 2004.  One SMS violation for alternative daily cover.  No permit 
violations. 

 
Calendar Year 2005.  No SMS or permit violations for the month of January.   
 

3. Closure Plan Completeness.  Closure and Technical Services Section staff has 
determined that the Closure and Post-closure Maintenance Plans for the proposed 
permit are consistent with applicable SMS as required pursuant to Title 27, CCR, 
Section 21685(b)(5). 
 

4. Funding for Closure and Post-closure Maintenance and Operating Liability.  Staff of the 
Financial Assurance Section completed a review of the financial assurance 
demonstration for Shafter-Wasco Sanitary Landfill. 

 
 The financial assurance demonstration for closure of the facility is an enterprise fund, as 

identified in Title 27, CCR, Division 2, Subdivision 1, Chapter 6, Subchapter 3, Article 
2 (the Regulations), Section 22241.  The postclosure maintenance costs are assured by 
the demonstration of a pledge of revenue agreement, as identified in Section 22245 of 
the Regulations. 
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The operator is also required to demonstrate financial responsibility for operating 
liability claims. The operator has submitted an acceptable Certificate of Self-Insurance 
and Risk Management as required by section 22252 of the Regulations. 

The financial demonstrations meet all the requirements and, based on the cost estimates 
and the capacity information submitted by the operator, the closure fund is adequately 
funded at this time. Due to the dynamic nature of the financial assurance 
demonstrations, the results of this review are only valid until April 15, 2005. 

5. Report of Disposal Site Information. Board staff reviewed the Report of Disposal Site 
Information, dated November 2004, and found that it meets the requirements of Title 27, 
CCR, Section 21600. 

B. Environmental Issues 
State law requires compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act either 
through the preparation, circulation and adoption/certification of an environmental 
document and mitigation reporting or monitoring program or by determining that the 
proposal is categorically or statutorily exempt. 

The Kern County Waste Management Department acting as Lead Agency, has prepared 
the following environmental documents for the Shafter-Wasco Sanitary Landfill: 
• A Negative Declaration, State Clearinghouse No. 2004111015 was circulated 

through the State Clearinghouse for a thirty-day comment period from 
December 8, 2004 through January 6, 2005. The Negative Declaration was 
modified for clarification in response to the comments received. Recirculation of 
the Negative Declaration was not required since the project clarifications will not 
have significant environmental impacts. The Negative Declaration discussed 
increasing the permitted traffic volume from 388 vehicles per day to 788 vehicles 
per day and increasing the permitted maximum daily tonnage from 888 tons per 
day to 1,500 tons per day for 300 days per calendar year and 2,250 tons per day for 
15 days per quarter. These 15 days per calendar quarter would be floating and by 
the end of the quarter, all 15 days may or may not be used; the excess or unused 
days will not be carried into the next calendar quarter. The Negative Declaration 
also discussed amending the Unincorporated Kern Non Disposal Facility Element 
(NDFE) to recognize the recycling activities, white goods, tires, used oil, etc., 
currently permitted and conducted at the Shafter-Wasco Sanitary Landfill. 

The Negative Declaration was adopted by the Kern County Board of Supervisors on 
February 15, 2005. 

The landfill, located at 17621 Scofield Avenue, Shafter, California, is in a rural 
agricultural area. The dominant land use around the landfill is agricultural cultivation 
(field crops, orchards, and vineyards). There is one dwelling within 1,320 feet of the 
landfill. The landfill is located on a 160.61 acre portion of a larger 250.6 acre parcel. 
The active portion of the landfill comprises approximately 135 acres with a design 
capacity of 11,635,500 cubic yards. The landfill operates no earlier than 7:00 a.m. to 
no later than 6:00 p.m. seven days per week. 
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 The operator is also required to demonstrate financial responsibility for operating 
liability claims.  The operator has submitted an acceptable Certificate of Self-Insurance 
and Risk Management as required by section 22252 of the Regulations. 

 
 The financial demonstrations meet all the requirements and, based on the cost estimates 

and the capacity information submitted by the operator, the closure fund is adequately 
funded at this time.  Due to the dynamic nature of the financial assurance 
demonstrations, the results of this review are only valid until April 15, 2005.   

 
5. Report of Disposal Site Information.  Board staff reviewed the Report of Disposal Site 

Information, dated November 2004, and found that it meets the requirements of Title 27, 
CCR, Section 21600. 

 
B. Environmental Issues 

State law requires compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act either 
through the preparation, circulation and adoption/certification of an environmental 
document and mitigation reporting or monitoring program or by determining that the 
proposal is categorically or statutorily exempt. 
 
The Kern County Waste Management Department acting as Lead Agency, has prepared 
the following environmental documents for the Shafter-Wasco Sanitary Landfill: 
• A Negative Declaration, State Clearinghouse No. 2004111015 was circulated 

through the State Clearinghouse for a thirty-day comment period from  
December 8, 2004 through January 6, 2005.  The Negative Declaration was 
modified for clarification in response to the comments received.  Recirculation of 
the Negative Declaration was not required since the project clarifications will not 
have significant environmental impacts.  The Negative Declaration discussed 
increasing the permitted traffic volume from 388 vehicles per day to 788 vehicles 
per day and increasing the permitted maximum daily tonnage from 888 tons per 
day to 1,500 tons per day for 300 days per calendar year and 2,250 tons per day for 
15 days per quarter.  These 15 days per calendar quarter would be floating and by 
the end of the quarter, all 15 days may or may not be used; the excess or unused 
days will not be carried into the next calendar quarter.  The Negative Declaration 
also discussed amending the Unincorporated Kern Non Disposal Facility Element 
(NDFE) to recognize the recycling activities, white goods, tires, used oil, etc., 
currently permitted and conducted at the Shafter-Wasco Sanitary Landfill. 

 
The Negative Declaration was adopted by the Kern County Board of Supervisors on 
February 15, 2005. 
 
The landfill, located at 17621 Scofield Avenue, Shafter, California, is in a rural 
agricultural area.  The dominant land use around the landfill is agricultural cultivation 
(field crops, orchards, and vineyards).  There is one dwelling within 1,320 feet of the 
landfill.  The landfill is located on a 160.61 acre portion of a larger 250.6 acre parcel.  
The active portion of the landfill comprises approximately 135 acres with a design 
capacity of 11,635,500 cubic yards.  The landfill operates no earlier than 7:00 a.m. to 
no later than 6:00 p.m. seven days per week. 
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C.  

D.  

E.  

F.  

G.  

The 

to 

No 

Enforcement 
Permit 

Board 

Kern County Environmental Health Services 
Agency has provided a finding that 

is consistent with and supported by the 

staff recommends the Negative Declaration 

Department, Solid 
the proposed Solid 

cited environmental 

cited above, along 
County Board of Supervisors 

evaluation of 
the Board's expertise 

or approved by the 

of any program, 

of any stakeholder 

item. 

of any legal issues 

surrounding the facility 
agriculture that includes 

agriculture that includes 
residence located 

Scofield Avenue, 
one occupied single 

landfill's permitted 
agriculture that includes 
residences located 

boundary. 

of the Shafter area 

Waste Local 
Waste Facilities 

documents. 

with 
record of 

the proposed 
and/or 

Board. 

or long-term 

impacts related 

related to this item. 

include the following: 
alfalfa, row 

a vineyard 
approximately 800 

agriculture that 
residence 

boundary. 
tilled fields 

approximately one- 

(Kern County) 

clarification 
decision, 
project 
powers, 

Program/Long 
Based 
impacts 

Stakeholder 
Based 

Fiscal 

Legal 
Based 

Environmental 
Community 

information provided in the Kern 
as adequate for the Board's environmental 

for those project activities which are within 
or which are required to be carried out 

Term Impacts 
on available information, staff is not aware 

related to this item. 

Impacts 
on available information, staff is not aware 

this item. 

Impacts 
fiscal impacts to the Board results from this 

Issues 
on available information, staff is not aware 

Justice 
Setting. The zoning designations 

According 
consists 

• North — Exclusive Agricultural District, 
crops and orchard 

• South — Exclusive Agricultural District, 
and an orchard, and one occupied single 
feet from the landfill's permitted boundary 

• East — Exclusive Agricultural District, 
includes row crops and an orchard, and 
approximately one-half mile from the 

• West — Exclusive Agricultural District, 
and row crops, and two occupied single 
half mile from the landfill's permitted 

to the 2000 Census, the population 
of the following: 

US Census Bureau Data Census 2000 — Race 

Tehachapi, Kern County 

All Ages 

Number Percent 

White 589 51.3 
Black or African American 12 1.0 
American Indian or Alaska Native 22 1.9 
Asian 4 0.3 
Some other race 476 41.5 
Two or more races 46 4 
Total Population 1,149 100 
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The Kern County Environmental Health Services Department, Solid Waste Local 
Enforcement Agency has provided a finding that the proposed Solid Waste Facilities 
Permit is consistent with and supported by the cited environmental documents. 
 
Board staff recommends the Negative Declaration cited above, along with 
clarification information provided in the Kern County Board of Supervisors record of 
decision, as adequate for the Board's environmental evaluation of the proposed 
project for those project activities which are within the Board’s expertise and/or 
powers, or which are required to be carried out or approved by the Board. 
 

C. Program/Long Term Impacts 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any program, or long-term 
impacts related to this item. 
 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any stakeholder impacts related 
to this item. 
 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impacts to the Board results from this item. 
 

F. Legal Issues 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any legal issues related to this item. 
 

G. Environmental Justice 
Community Setting.  The zoning designations surrounding the facility include the following: 

• North – Exclusive Agricultural District, agriculture that includes alfalfa, row 
crops and orchard 

• South – Exclusive Agricultural District, agriculture that includes a vineyard 
and an orchard, and one occupied single residence located approximately 800 
feet from the landfill’s permitted boundary 

• East – Exclusive Agricultural District, Scofield Avenue, agriculture that 
includes row crops and an orchard, and one occupied single residence 
approximately one-half mile from the landfill’s permitted boundary. 

• West – Exclusive Agricultural District, agriculture that includes tilled fields 
and row crops, and two occupied single residences located approximately one-
half mile from the landfill’s permitted boundary. 

 
According to the 2000 Census, the population of the Shafter area (Kern County) 
consists of the following: 

All Ages US Census Bureau Data Census 2000 – Race 
 
Tehachapi, Kern County Number Percent 

White 589 51.3 
Black or African American 12 1.0 
American Indian or Alaska Native 22 1.9 
Asian 4 0.3 
Some other race 476 41.5 
Two or more races 46 4 
Total Population 1,149 100 
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Of the total population in the census tract a total of 63.6 percent identify themselves 
as having Hispanic or Latino origin. The median household income 
of the Census Tract boundaries around the landfill is $36,563 with 7.3 percent of the 
families below the poverty level. 

Community Outreach. The LEA has noticed the receipt of an application for revision 
of a solid waste facilities permit for Shafter-Wasco Landfill in the following 
newspapers: "The Bakersfield California," "Wasco Tribune News," and "El 
Popular." The LEA did not receive any comments on the permit application. 

On January 12, 2005, the LEA held a public hearing, according to the requirements of 
AB 1497. The LEA reported that no comments were received during the hearing. 

Environmental Justice Issues. Based on available information, staff is not aware of 
any environmental justice issues related to this item. 

H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
This item supports Strategic Plan Goal 4: Managing and mitigating the impacts of 
solid waste on public health and safety and the environment and promoting integrated 
and consistent permitting, inspection, and enforcement efforts by acknowledging 
through cooperation with the LEA enforcement of a permit consistent with current 
environmental values and ethics. 

This item supports Strategic Plan Objective 1: Through consistent and effective 
enforcement or other appropriate measures, ensure compliance with federal and state 
waste management laws and regulations by concurring in a permit consistent with 
current statute and legislation. 

VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
This item does not require any Board fiscal action. 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1. Vicinity Map 
2. Site Map 
3. Proposed Permit Number 15-AA-0057 
4. Resolution Number 2005-57 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff: Chris Deidrick Phone: (916) 341-6335 
B. Legal Staff: Michael Bledsoe Phone: (916) 341-6058 
C. Administration Staff: N/A Phone: N/A 

IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION 
A. Support 

Board staff is unaware of any specific written support for this item. 
B. Opposition 

Board staff is unaware of any specific written opposition for this item. 
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Of the total population in the census tract a total of 63.6 percent identify themselves 
as having Hispanic or Latino origin.  The median household income 
of the Census Tract boundaries around the landfill is $36,563 with 7.3 percent of the 
families below the poverty level. 
 
Community Outreach.  The LEA has noticed the receipt of an application for revision 
of a solid waste facilities permit for Shafter-Wasco Landfill in the following 
newspapers:  “The Bakersfield California,” “Wasco Tribune News,” and “El 
Popular.”  The LEA did not receive any comments on the permit application. 
 
On January 12, 2005, the LEA held a public hearing, according to the requirements of 
AB 1497.  The LEA reported that no comments were received during the hearing. 
 
Environmental Justice Issues.  Based on available information, staff is not aware of 
any environmental justice issues related to this item. 
 

H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
This item supports Strategic Plan Goal 4:  Managing and mitigating the impacts of 
solid waste on public health and safety and the environment and promoting integrated 
and consistent permitting, inspection, and enforcement efforts by acknowledging 
through cooperation with the LEA enforcement of a permit consistent with current 
environmental values and ethics. 
 
This item supports Strategic Plan Objective 1:  Through consistent and effective 
enforcement or other appropriate measures, ensure compliance with federal and state 
waste management laws and regulations by concurring in a permit consistent with 
current statute and legislation. 
 

VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
This item does not require any Board fiscal action. 
 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1.  Vicinity Map 
2.  Site Map 
3.  Proposed Permit Number 15-AA-0057 
4.  Resolution Number 2005-57 
 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff:  Chris Deidrick Phone:  (916) 341-6335 
B. Legal Staff:  Michael Bledsoe Phone:  (916) 341-6058 
C. Administration Staff:  N/A Phone:  N/A

IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION  
A. Support 

Board staff is unaware of any specific written support for this item. 
B. Opposition 

Board staff is unaware of any specific written opposition for this item. 
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT 
Facility Number: 

15-AA-0057 

1. Name and Street Address of Facility: 
Shafter-Wasco Sanitary Landfill 
17621 Scofield Avenue 
Shafter, CA 93263 

2. Name and Mailing Address of Operator: 
Kern County Waste Management Depart. 
2700 "M" Street, Suite 500 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 

3. Name and Mailing Address of Owner: 
Kern County Waste Management 

Depart. 
2700 "M" Street, Suite 500 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 

4. Specifications: 

Waste Disposal Site 

Facility (MRF) 

Facility (Green Material) 

facility operates Monday 
p.m. For specific information 
November 2004. (Includes 

agency (LEA).) 

1,500 Tons per Day for 

❑ Transfer/Processing 

5:00 
dated 
enforcement 

through Sunday, 
refer to 1.C. 

any future 

300 days per calendar 

15 days per quarter 

site plans bearing 

from 
of 

revisions 

LEA 

❑ Other: 

no earlier than 
the Report of 

approved by 

year 

and California 

❑ Transformation Facility 

no later than 

local 

Waste 

a. Permitted Operations: Solid 

Composting 

7:00 a.m. to 
Disposal Site Information, 

the Kern County 

Integrated 

b. Permitted Hours of Operation
The 

c. Permitted Maximum Tonnage: 

d. Permitted Traffic Volume: 

e. Key Design Parameters (Detailed 
Management Board (CIVVMB1 

Permitted Area (in acres) 

Design Capacity (cubic yds 
) 

Max. Elevation (Ft. MSL) 

Max. Depth (Ft. MSL) 

Estimated Closure Year 

Upon a significant change in design 
permit findings and conditions are 

: 

2,250 Tons per Day for 

788 Vehicles per Day 

parameters are shown on 
validations): 

Total Disposal Transfer/Processing Composting Transformation 

160.61 135 0 0 0 

11,635,500 0 0 0 

370 

260 

2027 

or operation from that described herein, this permit is subject to revocation or suspension. The attached 
integral parts of this permit and supersede the conditions of any previously issued solid waste facility permit. 

5. Approval: 6. Enforcement Agency Name and Address: 

Kern County Environmental Health 
Services Department 
2700 "M" Street, Suite 300 
Bakersfield, CA 93301 

Approving Officer Signature 
Steve McCalley, Director 
Environmental Health Services Department 

7. Date Received by CIVVMB: 

February 16, 2005 

8. CIVVMB Concurrence Date: 

9. Permit Issued Date: 10. Permit Review Due Date: 11. Owner/Operator Transfer Date: 
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT 
 

Facility Number: 

15-AA-0057 

1.  Name and Street Address of Facility: 
Shafter-Wasco Sanitary Landfill 
17621 Scofield Avenue 
Shafter, CA 93263  
 

2.  Name and Mailing Address of Operator: 
Kern County Waste Management Depart. 
2700 "M" Street, Suite 500  
Bakersfield, CA  93301 

3.  Name and Mailing Address of Owner: 
Kern County Waste Management 

Depart. 
2700 "M" Street, Suite 500  
Bakersfield, CA  93301 

4. Specifications:    

a.  Permitted Operations:   Solid Waste Disposal Site   Transformation Facility 
   Transfer/Processing Facility (MRF) 

   Composting Facility (Green Material)  
  Other:         

b.  Permitted Hours of Operation: 
   

The facility operates Monday through Sunday, from no earlier than 7:00 a.m. to no later than 
5:00 p.m.  For specific information refer to 1.C. of the Report of Disposal Site Information, 
dated November 2004. (Includes any future revisions approved by the Kern County local 
enforcement agency (LEA).) 

1,500 Tons per Day for 300 days per calendar year c.  Permitted Maximum Tonnage:  

2,250 Tons per Day for 15 days per quarter 
 
d.  Permitted Traffic Volume:  788 Vehicles per Day 

e.  Key Design Parameters (Detailed parameters are shown on site plans bearing LEA and California Integrated Waste 
 Management Board (CIWMB) validations): 

 Total Disposal Transfer/Processing Composting Transformation 

Permitted Area (in acres) 160.61 135  0 0 0 
Design Capacity (cubic yds
)  11,635,500  0 0 0 

Max. Elevation (Ft. MSL)  370     

Max. Depth (Ft. MSL)  260    

Estimated Closure Year  2027    

 
Upon a significant change in design or operation from that described herein, this permit is subject to revocation or suspension.  The attached 
permit findings and conditions are integral parts of this permit and supersede the conditions of any previously issued solid waste facility permit. 

5.  Approval:  
                                            

                              
 ____________________________________________ 
 Approving Officer Signature 
 Steve McCalley, Director 

Environmental Health Services Department                            
 

6.  Enforcement Agency Name and Address: 
 

Kern County Environmental Health  
  Services Department 
  2700 "M" Street, Suite 300 

Bakersfield, CA  93301 
 

7.   Date Received by CIWMB:  

February 16, 2005      

8.  CIWMB Concurrence Date: 

      

9.  Permit Issued Date:  

      

10.  Permit Review Due Date:  

      

11.  Owner/Operator Transfer Date:  
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT 
Facility Number: 

15-AA-0057 

12. 

The 

Legal Description of Facility: 

legal description of this facility is contained in 3.D.of the Report of Disposal Site Information dated November 2004 

13. 

c. 

e. 

Findings: 

a. This permit is consistent with the Kern County Integrated 
February 25, 1998 and last amended on January 23, 2001. 
Countywide Siting Element, pursuant to Public Resources 

b. This permit is consistent with the standards adopted by the 

The design and operation of the facility is consistent with the 
as determined by the LEA, pursuant to PRC 44009. 

d. The Kern County Fire Department has determined that the 
PRC, 44151. 

A Negative Declaration, approved February 15, 2005, has been 
State Clearinghouse, SCH #2004111015, as required in Public 

Waste Management Plan, 
The location of the facility 
Code (PRC), Section 50001(a). 

CIWMB, pursuant to PRC 

State Minimum Standards 

which was approved by the CIWMB on 
is identified in the 

44010. 

for Solid Waste Handling and Disposal 

with applicable fire standards, pursuant to 

of Determination has been filed with the 
21081.6. 

facility is in conformance 

completed and a Notice 
Resources Code, Section 

14. Prohibitions: 

The permittee is prohibited from accepting 

Hazardous, radioactive, medical (as 
other wastes requiring special treatment 
amendments thereto and as approved 

the following wastes for disposal: 

defined in Chapter 6.1, Division 20 of the Health and Safety Code), liquid, designated, or 
or handling, except as identified in the Report of Facility Information and approved 

by the LEA and other federal, state, and local agencies. 

15. The following documents describe and/or restrict the operation of this facility: 

Date Date 

Report of Disposal Site Information 
Amendments (Includes future 
revision approved by the LEA.) 

11/2004 
Preliminary Closure and Postclosure 
Maintenance Plan 2/9/2005 

Waste Discharge Requirements 
Order No. R5-2002-0179 10/18/2002 

Closure Financial Assurance Documentation 2/16/2005 

APCD Permit to Operate # NA Operating Liability Certification 2/16/2005 

(SCH 
Negative Declaration 

#2004111015) 2/15/2005 
Conditional Use Permit, Case #1, Map #78 
Amendment to CUP, Case #1, Map #78 

1/6/1972 
5/12/1994 
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT 
 

Facility Number: 

15-AA-0057 

12.  Legal Description of Facility: 
 
The legal description of this facility is contained in 3.D.of the Report of Disposal Site Information dated November 2004 
 

13.  Findings: 
 

a. This permit is consistent with the Kern County Integrated Waste Management Plan, which was approved by the CIWMB on  
February 25, 1998 and last amended on January 23, 2001.  The location of the facility is identified in the 
Countywide Siting Element, pursuant to Public Resources Code (PRC), Section 50001(a). 

 
b. This permit is consistent with the standards adopted by the CIWMB, pursuant to PRC 44010. 

 
c. The design and operation of the facility is consistent with the State Minimum Standards for Solid Waste Handling and Disposal 

as determined by the LEA, pursuant to PRC 44009. 
 

d. The Kern County Fire Department has determined that the facility is in conformance with applicable fire standards, pursuant to 
PRC, 44151. 

 
e. A Negative Declaration, approved February 15, 2005, has been completed and a Notice of Determination has been filed with the 

State Clearinghouse, SCH #2004111015, as required in Public Resources Code, Section 21081.6. 
 

  

14.  Prohibitions: 
 

The permittee is prohibited from accepting the following wastes for disposal: 
 

Hazardous, radioactive, medical (as defined in Chapter 6.1, Division 20 of the Health and Safety Code), liquid, designated, or 
other wastes requiring special treatment or handling, except as identified in the Report of Facility Information and approved 
amendments thereto and as approved by the LEA and other federal, state, and local agencies.        

 

15.  The following documents describe and/or restrict the operation of this facility: 
 

 Date  Date 

Report of Disposal Site Information 
Amendments (Includes future 
revision approved by the LEA.) 

11/2004 Preliminary Closure and Postclosure 
Maintenance Plan  2/9/2005 

Waste Discharge Requirements  
Order No. R5-2002-0179 

 
10/18/2002 Closure Financial Assurance Documentation 2/16/2005 

APCD  Permit to Operate  #      NA Operating Liability Certification 2/16/2005 

Negative Declaration  
(SCH #2004111015) 2/15/2005 

Conditional Use Permit, Case #1, Map #78 
Amendment to  CUP, Case #1, Map #78 

1/6/1972 
5/12/1994 
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT 
Facility Number: 

15-AA-0057 

16. Self Monitoring: 

Except for items a and b, the owner/operator shall submit the results of all self monitoring programs to the Enforcement Agency 
within 30 days of the end of the reporting period (for example, 1st quarter = January — March, the report is due by April 30, etc.. 
Information required on an annual basis shall be submitted with the 4th quarter monitoring report.) 

Program Reporting Frequency 

a.  

b.  

c.  

d. 

e.  

f.  

g.  

h.  

i.  

j.  

Notify the LEA in the event of any of the following: fires, landslides, earthquake damage, 
unusual and sudden settlements, injury and property damage accidents, explosions, receipt 
or rejection of unpermitted wastes, flooding and other unusual occurrences. 

Maintain a written record and notify the LEA of any nuisance, public health or safety 
complaint. 

Submit a report of actions taken by the operator to remedy or correct any major incidents 
such as fires, landslides, earthquake damage, unusual and sudden settlements, injury and 
property damage accidents, explosions, receipt or rejection of unpermitted wastes, flooding 
and other unusual occurrences. 

Results of the hazardous waste load checking program, including the quantities and types 
of hazardous wastes, medical wastes or otherwise prohibited wastes found in the waste 
stream and the disposition of these materials. 

Results of the landfill gas monitoring program. 

Number of days during the reporting period when the total daily accepted tonnage 
exceeded 1,500 but was less than or equal to 2,250 tons per day. 

The number and types of vehicles using the facility per day. 

A summary of the types and quantities (in tons) of wastes received. 

The total number of days during that calendar year when the total daily accepted tonnage 
exceeded 1,500 but was less than or equal to 2,250 tons per day. 

Remaining site capacity. Annually  

Within 24 hours of the event 

Within 24 hours of the event 

Within 30 days of the event 

Quarterly 

Quarterly 

Quarterly 

Annual Summary 

Annual Summary 

Annual Summary  
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT 
 

Facility Number: 

15-AA-0057 

16.  Self Monitoring: 
 

Except for items a and b, the owner/operator shall submit the results of all self monitoring programs to the Enforcement Agency 
within 30 days of the end of the reporting period (for example, 1st quarter = January – March, the report is due by April 30, etc.. 
 Information required on an annual basis shall be submitted with the 4th quarter monitoring report.)  

 

Program Reporting Frequency 

a. Notify the LEA in the event of any of the following:  fires, landslides, earthquake damage, 
unusual and sudden settlements, injury and property damage accidents, explosions, receipt 
or rejection of unpermitted wastes, flooding and other unusual occurrences. 

b. Maintain a written record and notify the LEA of any nuisance, public health or safety 
complaint. 

c. Submit a report of actions taken by the operator to remedy or correct any major incidents 
such as fires, landslides, earthquake damage, unusual and sudden settlements, injury and 
property damage accidents, explosions, receipt or rejection of unpermitted wastes, flooding 
and other unusual occurrences. 

d. Results of the hazardous waste load checking program, including the quantities and types 
of hazardous wastes, medical wastes or otherwise prohibited wastes found in the waste 
stream and the disposition of these materials. 

e. Results of the landfill gas monitoring program. 

f. Number of days during the reporting period when the total daily accepted tonnage 
exceeded 1,500 but was less than or equal to 2,250 tons per day. 

g. The number and types of vehicles using the facility per day. 

h. A summary of the types and quantities (in tons) of wastes received. 

i. The total number of days during that calendar year when the total daily accepted tonnage 
exceeded 1,500 but was less than or equal to 2,250 tons per day. 

j. Remaining site capacity. 
      

 

Within 24 hours of the event 
 
 

Within 24 hours of the event 
 
 

Within 30 days of the event 
 
 
 
 

Quarterly 
 
 
 

Quarterly 
 

Quarterly 
 
 

Annual Summary 
 

Annual Summary 
 

Annual Summary 
 
 

Annually 
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT 
Facility Number: 

15-AA-0057 

17. 

a.  

b.  

c.  

d.  

e.  

f.  

g.  

h.  

i.  

Enforcement Agency (EA) Conditions: 

The operator shall comply with all State Minimum Standards for solid waste handling and disposal as specified in Title 14 and 

but is not limited to, fires, explosions, 
accidents or property damage. The 
during normal business hours. 

upon request and within the time 

days per calendar year and 2,250 tons per 
a revision of this permit. 

at any time for sufficient cause. 

when deemed necessary due to an 

the terms and conditions of this permit is 
revision. In no case shall the operator 

in the form of a Report of Facility 

daily tonnage exceeds 1,500 tons per 

Title 27, California Code of Regulations. 

The operator shall maintain a log of special/unusual occurrences. This log shall include, 
the discharge and disposition of hazardous or unpermitted wastes, and significant injuries, 
log shall be available for inspection by authorized representatives of the LEA and CIWMB 

Additional information concerning the design and operation of the facility shall be furnished 
frame specified by the LEA. 

The maximum permitted daily tonnage for this facility is 1,500 tons per day for 300 
day for 15 days per quarter . This facility shall not receive more than this amount without 

This permit is subject to review by the LEA and may be suspended, revoked, or revised 

The LEA reserves the right to suspend or modify waste receiving and handling operations 
emergency, a potential health hazard, or the creation of a public nuisance. 

Any change that would cause the design or operation of the facility not to conform to 
prohibited. Such a change may be considered a significant change, requiring a permit 
implement any change without first submitting a written notice of the proposed change, 
Information amendment, to the LEA at least 180 days in advance of the change. 

The facility operator shall immediately notify the LEA via fax or e-mail when the accepted 
day. 

A copy of this permit shall be maintained at the facility. 
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT 

Facility Number: 
15-AA-0057 

 

17.  Enforcement Agency (EA) Conditions: 

a. The operator shall comply with all State Minimum Standards for solid waste handling and disposal as specified in Title 14 and 
Title 27, California Code of Regulations. 

b. The operator shall maintain a log of special/unusual occurrences.  This log shall include, but is not limited to, fires, explosions, 
the discharge and disposition of hazardous or unpermitted wastes, and significant injuries, accidents or property damage.  The 
log shall be available for inspection by authorized representatives of the LEA and CIWMB during normal business hours. 

c. Additional information concerning the design and operation of the facility shall be furnished upon request and within the time 
frame specified by the LEA. 

d. The maximum permitted daily tonnage for this facility is 1,500 tons per day for 300 days per calendar year and 2,250 tons per 
day for 15 days per quarter .  This facility shall not receive more than this amount without a revision of this permit.         

e. This permit is subject to review by the LEA and may be suspended, revoked, or revised at any time for sufficient cause. 

f. The LEA reserves the right to suspend or modify waste receiving and handling operations when deemed necessary due to an 
emergency, a potential health hazard, or the creation of a public nuisance. 

g. Any change that would cause the design or operation of the facility not to conform to the terms and conditions of this permit is 
prohibited.  Such a change may be considered a significant change, requiring a permit revision.  In no case shall the operator 
implement any change without first submitting a written notice of the proposed change, in the form of a Report of Facility 
Information amendment, to the LEA at least 180 days in advance of the change. 

h. The facility operator shall immediately notify the LEA via fax or e-mail when the accepted daily tonnage exceeds 1,500 tons per 
day.   

i. A copy of this permit shall be maintained at the facility. 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-57 

Consideration Of A Revised Full Solid Waste Facilities Permit (Disposal Facility And 
Compostable Materials Handling Facility) For The Shafter-Wasco Sanitary Landfill, Kern County 

WHEREAS, the Kern County Environmental Health Services Department, acting as the local enforcement 
agency, has submitted to the Board for its review and concurrence with, or objections to, a proposed full solid 
waste facilities permit for Shafter-Wasco Sanitary Landfill in Kern County; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed permit will revise the current permit by including ongoing composting to the 
permitted activities; increasing permitted tonnage from 888 to 1,500 tons per day and allowing up to 2,250 tons 
per day for 15 days per quarter; increasing the permitted traffic volume from 388 to 788 vehicles per day; and 
updating language in the "Prohibitions" and "Enforcement Agency Conditions" of the permit; and 

WHEREAS, the Kern County Waste Management Department, acting as the lead agency, has prepared a 
Negative Declaration, State Clearinghouse Number 2004111015 that was circulated for a 30-day comment 
period from December 8, 2004 through January 6, 2005; and 

WHEREAS, the LEA has certified that the application package is complete and correct and that the proposed 
revised permit is supported by the CEQA document that was prepared for the project; and 

WHEREAS, the local enforcement agency has certified that the application package is complete and correct; and 

WHEREAS, Board staff have evaluated the proposed permit and application package for consistency with 
standards adopted by the Board; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds the proposed permit is consistent with the California Environmental Quality Act; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that all state and local requirements for the proposed permit have been met; and 

WHEREAS, Board staff finds the facility is in compliance with state minimum standards; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California Integrated Waste Management Board concurs 
in the issuance of Solid Waste Facilities Number 15-AA-0057. 

CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly adopted 
at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 

Dated: 

Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-57 

Consideration Of A Revised Full Solid Waste Facilities Permit (Disposal Facility And 
Compostable Materials Handling Facility) For The Shafter-Wasco Sanitary Landfill, Kern County 
 
WHEREAS, the Kern County Environmental Health Services Department, acting as the local enforcement 
agency, has submitted to the Board for its review and concurrence with, or objections to, a proposed full solid 
waste facilities permit for Shafter-Wasco Sanitary Landfill in Kern County; and 
 
WHEREAS, the proposed permit will revise the current permit by including ongoing composting to the 
permitted activities; increasing permitted tonnage from 888 to 1,500 tons per day and allowing up to 2,250 tons 
per day for 15 days per quarter; increasing the permitted traffic volume from 388 to 788 vehicles per day; and 
updating language in the “Prohibitions” and “Enforcement Agency Conditions” of the permit; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Kern County Waste Management Department, acting as the lead agency, has prepared a 
Negative Declaration, State Clearinghouse Number 2004111015 that was circulated for a 30-day comment 
period from December 8, 2004 through January 6, 2005; and 
 
WHEREAS, the LEA has certified that the application package is complete and correct and that the proposed 
revised permit is supported by the CEQA document that was prepared for the project; and 
 
WHEREAS, the local enforcement agency has certified that the application package is complete and correct; and 
 
WHEREAS, Board staff have evaluated the proposed permit and application package for consistency with 
standards adopted by the Board; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Board finds the proposed permit is consistent with the California Environmental Quality Act; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Board finds that all state and local requirements for the proposed permit have been met; and 
 
WHEREAS, Board staff finds the facility is in compliance with state minimum standards; and 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California Integrated Waste Management Board concurs 
in the issuance of Solid Waste Facilities Number 15-AA-0057. 
 

CERTIFICATION 
 
The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly adopted 
at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 
 
Dated:   
 
 
 
Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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AGENDA ITEM 25 
ITEM 
Consideration Of A New Full Solid Waste Facilities Permit (Compostable Materials Handling 
Facility) For The Engel & Gray Regional Composting Facility, Santa Barbara County 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
1. This item requests Board concurrence on the new Engel & Gray Regional 

Composting Facility solid waste facilities permit. 
2. Pursuant to Public Resources Code, Section 44009, the Board has 60 calendar days to 

concur in or object to the issuance of a full solid waste facilities permit. The proposed 
permit for this facility was received January 19, 2005. The date for submittal of a 
proposed permit that would allow 60 days for Board review prior to the March Board 
meeting was January 14, 2005. The Board has until March 20, 2005 to act on this 
permit. When the proposed permit package was received, the package contained all the 
items required in Title 27, California Code of Regulations, Section 21685. 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
1. The Board last concurred in the issuance of a Standardized Solid Waste Facility 

Permit to Engel & Gray Inc. on September 22, 1999. 
2. Compliance History: 

2000 — No State Minimum Standards (SMS) or permit violations. 
2001 — No SMS or permit violations. 
2002 — No SMS or permit violations. 
2003 — No SMS or permit violations. 
2004 — No SMS or permit violations. (January to December) 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
The Board may decide to do one of the following: 
1. Concur in the issuance of the proposed permit as submitted by the Local Enforcement 

Agency (LEA). 
2. Object to the issuance of the proposed permit as submitted by the LEA. 
3. Take no action on the proposed permit as submitted by the LEA. If the Board 

chooses this option, the Board shall be deemed to have concurred in the issuance of 
the proposed permit 60 days after the Board's receipt of the permit. 

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
At the time this item was prepared, staff had not determined consistency with SMS. If 
the site is found in compliance with SMS, staff will recommend option 1, concurrence in 
the issuance of the permit. 

V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 

Facility Name: Engel & Gray Regional Composting Facility 
Facility Number 42-AA-0053 

Facility Type: Compostable Materials Handling Facility 
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AGENDA ITEM 25 

ITEM 
Consideration Of A New Full Solid Waste Facilities Permit (Compostable Materials Handling 
Facility) For The Engel & Gray Regional Composting Facility, Santa Barbara County 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
1. This item requests Board concurrence on the new Engel & Gray Regional 

Composting Facility solid waste facilities permit. 
2. Pursuant to Public Resources Code, Section 44009, the Board has 60 calendar days to 

concur in or object to the issuance of a full solid waste facilities permit.  The proposed 
permit for this facility was received January 19, 2005.  The date for submittal of a 
proposed permit that would allow 60 days for Board review prior to the March Board 
meeting was January 14, 2005.  The Board has until March 20, 2005 to act on this 
permit.  When the proposed permit package was received, the package contained all the 
items required in Title 27, California Code of Regulations, Section 21685.  
 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
1. The Board last concurred in the issuance of a Standardized Solid Waste Facility 

Permit to Engel & Gray Inc. on September 22, 1999. 
2. Compliance History: 

2000 – No State Minimum Standards (SMS) or permit violations.  
2001 – No SMS or permit violations. 
2002 – No SMS or permit violations. 
2003 – No SMS or permit violations. 
2004 – No SMS or permit violations.  (January to December)   

 
III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 

The Board may decide to do one of the following: 
1. Concur in the issuance of the proposed permit as submitted by the Local Enforcement 

Agency (LEA). 
2. Object to the issuance of the proposed permit as submitted by the LEA. 
3. Take no action on the proposed permit as submitted by the LEA.  If the Board 

chooses this option, the Board shall be deemed to have concurred in the issuance of 
the proposed permit 60 days after the Board’s receipt of the permit. 

 
IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

At the time this item was prepared, staff had not determined consistency with SMS.  If 
the site is found in compliance with SMS, staff will recommend option 1, concurrence in 
the issuance of the permit.  
 

V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 

Facility Name: Engel & Gray Regional Composting Facility 
 Facility Number 42-AA-0053 
 
Facility Type: Compostable Materials Handling Facility 
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Location: Ray Road, 1/2  mile south of West Main Street, 
Santa Maria, Santa Barbara County 

Permitted Acreage: 40.15 total acres 

Setting: Agricultural Use 

Operational Status: Permitted, active under a Standardized Permit 

Feedstock: Green materials, manure, and biosolids 

Current Input 
Capacity: 2,000 cubic yards (cy) per day 

Proposed Input 
Capacity: 52,200 tons per quarter 

Proposed Traffic 
Volume: 75 average number of vehicles per day 

Current Design 
Capacity: 100,000 cubic yards of material undergoing the composting 

Proposed Design 
Capacity: 400,000 cubic yards of feedstock, compost and finished 

product. 

Compost Process: windrow composting 

Proposed Hours: 7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., Monday to Sunday 

Landowner: City of Santa Maria — Dept. of Public Works 

Business 
Owner/Operator: Engel & Gray Inc. 

LEA: Santa Barbara County Public Health Department, 
Environmental Health Services 

Background 
This facility was issued a Registration Permit on September 18, 1995, and currently 
operates under a Standardized Composting Solid Waste Facility Permit issued on 
September 24, 1999. With the adoption of the current Compostable Materials Handling 
Operations and Facilities Regulatory Requirements, standardized permits for facilities 
such as this one now require full permits. The feedstocks are green waste materials, 
manure, and biosolids. Green waste materials include leaves/grass clipping/weeds, 
shrubbery prunings, other yard trimmings, tree trunks/limb/trimming, other clean 
landscaping debris, clean untreated wood waste, natural fiber products, agricultural crop 
residuals, plant waste from food processing, grape pomace, clean paper 
products/cardboard. The typical sources of these materials include: municipal curbside 

Page 25-2 

Board Meeting Agenda Item-25 
March 15-16, 2005  
 

Page 25-2 

Location: Ray Road, ½ mile south of West Main Street, 
                                          Santa Maria, Santa Barbara County 
 
Permitted Acreage: 40.15 total acres 
 
Setting: Agricultural Use 
 
Operational Status: Permitted, active under a Standardized Permit 
 
Feedstock: Green materials, manure, and biosolids 
 
Current Input  
Capacity: 2,000 cubic yards (cy) per day 
 
Proposed Input  
Capacity:         52,200 tons per quarter 
 
Proposed Traffic 
Volume: 75 average number of vehicles per day 
 
Current Design  
Capacity:   100,000 cubic yards of material undergoing the composting 
  
Proposed Design  
Capacity: 400,000 cubic yards of feedstock, compost and finished 

product. 
 
Compost Process: windrow composting 
 
Proposed Hours:  7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., Monday to Sunday  
 
Landowner: City of Santa Maria – Dept. of Public Works 
 
Business  
Owner/Operator: Engel & Gray Inc.  
 
LEA: Santa Barbara County Public Health Department, 

Environmental Health Services  
 
Background 
This facility was issued a Registration Permit on September 18, 1995, and currently 
operates under a Standardized Composting Solid Waste Facility Permit issued on 
September 24, 1999.  With the adoption of the current Compostable Materials Handling 
Operations and Facilities Regulatory Requirements, standardized permits for facilities 
such as this one now require full permits.  The feedstocks are green waste materials, 
manure, and biosolids. Green waste materials include leaves/grass clipping/weeds, 
shrubbery prunings, other yard trimmings, tree trunks/limb/trimming, other clean 
landscaping debris, clean untreated wood waste, natural fiber products, agricultural crop 
residuals, plant waste from food processing, grape pomace, clean paper 
products/cardboard.  The typical sources of these materials include: municipal curbside 
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B. 

green waste recycling programs, landfill diversion activities, commercial 
and tree services, vineyard operators and wineries, row crop producers, 
growers/packers/shippers. The typical sources of manure include: 
confined poultry operations, dairies, horse stables, ranches and 
or exotic feeding operations. The typical source of biosolids includes: 
wastewater treatment facilities and municipal waste water treatment 

Key Issues 
The proposed SWFP includes the following changes: 
1) Revise permit reference from 2,000 cy per day to 52,200 tons 
2) Specify the traffic volume to be an average of 75 vehicles 
3) Include the feedstock, compost and finished product into the 

Staff Analysis 
The following table summarizes Board staff's review and analysis 
new solid waste facilities permit package: 

landscapers 
agricultural 

livestock 
domestic 

and 
cattle feedlots, 

other confined 

facilities. 

per quarter; 
per day; 

capacity limit 

of the proposed 

Summary of Board 
Findings for Facility 

#42-AA-0053 
Adequate Inadequate 

To Be 
Determined 

Not 
Applicable 

See 
Details in 
Section 

CIWMP Conformance X 1. 
Consistency with State 
Minimum Standards 

X 2 

California Environmental 
Quality Act 

X V.B. 

RCSI Completeness X 3. 

1.  

2.  

3.  

County Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP). The proposed permit is for 
Ray Street, 1/2  mile south 

County. 

of any new or expanded 
Nondisposal Facility 

to be found to be in 

is identified in the 
finds the proposed 

time this item was 
of the facility. Staff 

and Enforcement 
that time. 

the Report of 
and found that it meets 

the Engel & Gray Regional Composting Facility located at 
of West Main Street, Santa Maria, California in Santa Barbara 

Public Resources Code Section 50001 requires the location 
solid waste facility to be identified in the applicable county's 
Siting Element (NDFE) for the proposed permit for that facility 
conformance with the NDFE. 

The location of Engel & Gray Regional Composting Facility 
County's NDFE. The Office of Local Assistance staff therefore 
permit to be in conformance with the County's NDFE. 

Consistency with State Minimum Standards (SMS). At the 
prepared, staff had not 
will inspect the facility 
Committee meeting 

conducted a pre-permit 
prior to the March 7, 

and provide the inspection 

Site Information. Board 

inspection 
2005 Permitting 

fmdings at 

staff reviewed 
20, 2004, 

Report of Composting 

Environmental 

Composting Site Information, dated December 
the requirements of Title 14, CCR, Section 18227. 

Issues 
State law requires compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act either 
through the preparation, circulation and adoption/certification of an environmental 
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green waste recycling programs, landfill diversion activities, commercial landscapers 
and tree services, vineyard operators and wineries, row crop producers, and agricultural 
growers/packers/shippers.  The typical sources of manure include: cattle feedlots, 
confined poultry operations, dairies, horse stables, ranches and other confined livestock 
or exotic feeding operations.  The typical source of biosolids includes: domestic 
wastewater treatment facilities and municipal waste water treatment facilities.  
 
Key Issues 
The proposed SWFP includes the following changes: 
1) Revise permit reference from 2,000 cy per day to 52,200 tons per quarter;  
2) Specify the traffic volume to be an average of 75 vehicles per day; 
3) Include the feedstock, compost and finished product into the capacity limit. 
 
Staff Analysis 
The following table summarizes Board staff’s review and analysis of the proposed 
new solid waste facilities permit package: 

Summary of Board 
Findings for Facility 

#42-AA-0053 
Adequate Inadequate To Be 

Determined 
Not 

Applicable 

See 
Details in 
Section 

CIWMP Conformance X    1. 
Consistency with State 
Minimum Standards   X  2. 

California Environmental 
Quality Act X    V.B. 

RCSI Completeness X    3. 

1. County Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP).  The proposed permit is for 
the Engel & Gray Regional Composting Facility located at Ray Street, ½ mile south 
of West Main Street, Santa Maria, California in Santa Barbara County.  
 
Public Resources Code Section 50001 requires the location of any new or expanded 
solid waste facility to be identified in the applicable county's Nondisposal Facility 
Siting Element (NDFE) for the proposed permit for that facility to be found to be in 
conformance with the NDFE.   
 
The location of Engel & Gray Regional Composting Facility is identified in the 
County's NDFE.  The Office of Local Assistance staff therefore finds the proposed 
permit to be in conformance with the County’s NDFE. 

 
2. Consistency with State Minimum Standards (SMS).  At the time this item was 

prepared, staff had not conducted a pre-permit inspection of the facility.  Staff 
will inspect the facility prior to the March 7, 2005 Permitting and Enforcement 
Committee meeting and provide the inspection findings at that time. 

 
3. Report of Composting Site Information.  Board staff reviewed the Report of 

Composting Site Information, dated December 20, 2004, and found that it meets 
the requirements of Title 14, CCR, Section 18227. 

 
B. Environmental Issues 

State law requires compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act either 
through the preparation, circulation and adoption/certification of an environmental 
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document and mitigation reporting or monitoring program or by determining that the 
proposal is categorically or statutorily exempt. 

At the time the Registration Permit was issued, the Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(MND) was circulated locally and adopted by the City of Santa Maria. The CIWMB 
normally requires that all environmental documents used for CIWMB concurrence be 
circulated through the State Clearinghouse as required in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15073(d). The MND developed for this site and utilized for the Standardized permit 
is being utilized for this permit action. The Full SWFP exactly mirrors the project as 
described in the 1995 MND; therefore, CIWMB staff recommend the MND as 
evidence of CEQA compliance for concurrence on the Full SWFP. 

When the Standardized SWFP was approved by the Board in September of 1999, the 
following feedstock description was included: 

Feedstock: Green waste materials including: leaves/grass clippings/weeds, shrubbery 
prunings, other yard trimmings, tree trunks/limbs/trimmings, other clean landscaping 
debris, clean untreated wood waste, natural fiber products, agricultural crop residuals, 
plant waste from food processing, grape pomace, clean paper products/cardboard. Typical 
sources of these materials include: municipal curbside green waste recycling programs, 
landfill diversion activities, commercial landscapers and tree services, vineyard operators 
and wineries, row crop producers, and other agricultural growers, packers, and shippers. 
Biosolids (Sewage Sludge) including: solid, semi-solid, or liquid residue generated during 
the treatment of domestic sewage. Typical sources of this material include: domestic 
wastewater treatment facilities and municipal wastewater treatment plants. 

Proposed Full SWFP 
The proposed Full SWFP was received from the LEA on January 19, 2005 and contained 
information consistent with the project description and evaluation in the MND. 

The Local Enforcement Agency, County of Santa Barbara, Public Health Department, 
Environmental Health Services Division, has provided a fmding that the proposed 
Full SWFP is consistent with and supported by the cited environmental document. 

Board staff recommends the MND cited above as adequate for the Board's 
environmental evaluation of the proposed project for those project activities which 
are within the Board's expertise and/or powers, or which are required to be carried 
out or approved by the Board. 

C.  Program/Long Term Impacts 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any program, or long-term 
impacts related to this item. 

D.  Stakeholder Impacts 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any stakeholder impacts related 
to this item. 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impacts to the Board results from this item. 
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document and mitigation reporting or monitoring program or by determining that the 
proposal is categorically or statutorily exempt. 
 
At the time the Registration Permit was issued, the Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(MND) was circulated locally and adopted by the City of Santa Maria.  The CIWMB 
normally requires that all environmental documents used for CIWMB concurrence be 
circulated through the State Clearinghouse as required in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15073(d).  The MND developed for this site and utilized for the Standardized permit 
is being utilized for this permit action.  The Full SWFP exactly mirrors the project as 
described in the 1995 MND; therefore, CIWMB staff recommend the MND as 
evidence of CEQA compliance for concurrence on the Full SWFP. 
 
When the Standardized SWFP was approved by the Board in September of 1999, the 
following feedstock description was included: 
 
Feedstock:  Green waste materials including: leaves/grass clippings/weeds, shrubbery 
prunings, other yard trimmings, tree trunks/limbs/trimmings, other clean landscaping 
debris, clean untreated wood waste, natural fiber products, agricultural crop residuals, 
plant waste from food processing, grape pomace, clean paper products/cardboard.  Typical 
sources of these materials include: municipal curbside green waste recycling programs, 
landfill diversion activities, commercial landscapers and tree services, vineyard operators 
and wineries, row crop producers, and other agricultural growers, packers, and shippers. 
Biosolids (Sewage Sludge) including: solid, semi-solid, or liquid residue generated during 
the treatment of domestic sewage.  Typical sources of this material include: domestic 
wastewater treatment facilities and municipal wastewater treatment plants.  
 
Proposed Full SWFP 
The proposed Full SWFP was received from the LEA on January 19, 2005 and contained 
information consistent with the project description and evaluation in the MND. 
 
The Local Enforcement Agency, County of Santa Barbara, Public Health Department, 
Environmental Health Services Division, has provided a finding that the proposed 
Full SWFP is consistent with and supported by the cited environmental document. 
 
Board staff recommends the MND cited above as adequate for the Board's 
environmental evaluation of the proposed project for those project activities which 
are within the Board’s expertise and/or powers, or which are required to be carried 
out or approved by the Board. 
 

C. Program/Long Term Impacts 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any program, or long-term 
impacts related to this item. 
 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any stakeholder impacts related 
to this item. 
 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impacts to the Board results from this item. 
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F. Legal Issues 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any 

G. Environmental Justice 
Community Setting. The zoning designations surrounding 

legal issues related 

the facility include 
setting. 
undisturbed 

the permitted facility 

Maria area (Santa 

to this item. 

the following: 

setting. 

boundaries. 

Barbara 

identify 
income is 

aware of 

of 
integrated 

current 

and state 
with 

the impacts 

acknowledging 
with 

and effective 

• North — 
• South, 

There are no residential 

According to the 
County Census 

Of the total population 
themselves as having 
$31,955 and 24.2 

Community Outreach. 

Exclusive Agricultural District, undisturbed 
West, and East — Limited Agriculture District; 

structures within 1,000 feet of 

2000 Census, the population of the Santa 
Tract 25) consists of the following: 

US Census Bureau Data 
Census 2000 - Race 
Santa Maria, Santa Barbara County 

All Ages 

Number Percent 

White 2,863 47.2 

Black or African American 40 0.7 

American Indian or Alaska Native 107 1.8 

Asian 346 5.7 

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 9 0.1 

Some other race 2,264 37.3 

Two or more race 434 7.2 

Total Population 6,063 100 

in the census tract a total of 5009 or 82.6 
Hispanic or Latino origin. The median household 

percent of the families are below the poverty 

The LEA did not receive any comments 

percent 

level. 

on the permit 
public hearing 

staff is not 

promoting 

with federal 
consistent 

consistent 

application. This is a new permit so the LEA did not 
pursuant to AB 1497. 

Environmental Justice Issues. Based on available information, 

conduct a 

and mitigating 
and 

efforts by 

consistent 

in a permit 

any environmental justice issues related to this item. 

H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
This item supports Strategic Plan Goal 4: Managing 
solid waste on public health and safety and the environment 
and consistent permitting, inspection, and enforcement 
through cooperation with the LEA enforcement of a permit 
environmental values and ethics. 

This item supports Strategic Plan Objective 1: Through 
enforcement or other appropriate measures, ensure compliance 
waste management laws and regulations by concurring 
current statute and legislation. 
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F. Legal Issues 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any legal issues related to this item. 
 

G. Environmental Justice 
Community Setting.  The zoning designations surrounding the facility include the following: 

• North – Exclusive Agricultural District, undisturbed setting. 
• South, West, and East – Limited Agriculture District; undisturbed setting. 

 

There are no residential structures within 1,000 feet of the permitted facility boundaries.  
 
According to the 2000 Census, the population of the Santa Maria area (Santa Barbara 
County Census Tract 25) consists of the following: 

All Ages US Census Bureau Data  
Census 2000 - Race 
Santa Maria, Santa Barbara County Number Percent 

White 2,863 47.2 

Black or African American 40 0.7 

American Indian or Alaska Native 107 1.8 

Asian 346 5.7 

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 9 0.1 

Some other race 2,264 37.3 

Two or more race 434 7.2 

Total Population 6,063 100 

 
Of the total population in the census tract a total of 5009 or 82.6 percent identify 
themselves as having Hispanic or Latino origin.  The median household income is  
$31,955 and 24.2 percent of the families are below the poverty level. 
 

Community Outreach.  The LEA did not receive any comments on the permit 
application.  This is a new permit so the LEA did not conduct a public hearing 
pursuant to AB 1497. 
 
Environmental Justice Issues.  Based on available information, staff is not aware of 
any environmental justice issues related to this item. 
 

H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
This item supports Strategic Plan Goal 4:  Managing and mitigating the impacts of 
solid waste on public health and safety and the environment and promoting integrated 
and consistent permitting, inspection, and enforcement efforts by acknowledging 
through cooperation with the LEA enforcement of a permit consistent with current 
environmental values and ethics. 
 
This item supports Strategic Plan Objective 1:  Through consistent and effective 
enforcement or other appropriate measures, ensure compliance with federal and state 
waste management laws and regulations by concurring in a permit consistent with 
current statute and legislation. 
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VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
This item does not require any Board fiscal action. 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1. Vicinity Map 
2. Site Map 
3. Proposed Permit Number 42-AA-0053 
4. Resolution Number 2005-58 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff: Dianne Ohiosumua Phone: (213) 620-2346 
B. Legal Staff: Michael Bledsoe Phone: (916) 341-6058 
C. Administration Staff: N/A Phone: N/A 

IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION 
A. Support 

Board staff is unaware of any specific written support for this item. 
B. Opposition 

Board staff is unaware of any specific written opposition for this item. 
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VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
This item does not require any Board fiscal action. 
 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1.  Vicinity Map 
2.  Site Map 
3.  Proposed Permit Number 42-AA-0053 
4.  Resolution Number 2005-58 
 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff:  Dianne Ohiosumua Phone:  (213) 620-2346 
B. Legal Staff:  Michael Bledsoe Phone:  (916) 341-6058 
C. Administration Staff:  N/A Phone:  N/A 

 
IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION  

A. Support 
Board staff is unaware of any specific written support for this item. 

B. Opposition 
Board staff is unaware of any specific written opposition for this item. 
 



, ,0  
1.1  

.< 
en 
At 

Me,,, , 
( , / NI. • ^" • •„,,,1--. , se-  ..., / ' / 1 e...-- -1 

...7 
i i   

,ao  = _ .... 
' '''''''' I/  AREA MAP .£ . AN  .  *-..- " 1- SIR  Et .---' -n- ; i ' 

$ t 
..... 

- 
...... 

. 

.1.-,.s„ .,,,,   
,.. 

SANTA ARIA.- i 
c 

r/e 
/ 

., .....t66 

ih 
I 1 

. ./ ..%**.-.,.-- -..t.' 
F• if  acili . 4 - rx  L  .., Aff:,0"-- ,..*.lh, 

11 

t  0 
_..„.......... 

,...7.. sc. 

--.•__, 
41 

1 ,:. , i  .., _ 1. sak,.., _LS) t  f 1,,, Pr a m, lir ';'''. "T'N Santa Maria WWTP .;.-- „[ .c. --. . . ,.. , -- ( ••'1111 1.t..- -. --L, ,f-  : -, -e.,- -' t, 0 , \ .s. _, --- ---N,'• !T.  0 A•   ' • ,s•-•.' : Allo-,.., :„..,„„z:.., 
t 1  4 viii2r, .,.., 

it 
It 

ik, 
 

Engel & Gray Composting Facility 

a It:06,11 
Offs, ,!,, 

, . .---ee 

n
g

  ... iitt 
Ground Water Flow Direction . 

° i 

i, .. 

itoo,  

:I 
lebib. .... 

§ 

, 
' - a 

' - - -° .* f --,-.:.•••••• ...tr._ . 

.,•:, 
..,

' 
 •••••='' 

_.--- .. I .....___S 
.k. 

N 
— 

' 

sto.v... 
...... 

i  OAD 

-,.. 

..- 
. 

11 
I iIoj 

irk 
i
. 
- 
• , 

______________ 1 , / ,. ,t" -t. 8 
13&114  ...  

MIMILDID 0 E........ 
OVT: at WEr I

.
F
. 
 kul 

t•Y''''"'"-;g7—  r__-__. ..... —_ 
...„ .,.... 1 b... mt. o....11....t 

AL...0,16,AM jt111....  
— . 

iv. 
• 

i "427  
0 k).11 

'-' 
ATTACHMENT I ENGEL & GRAY REGIONAL COMPOSTING FACILITY 

v VICINITY MAP 
PI B

oa
rd

 M
ee

tin
g 

 
A

ge
nd

a 
Ite

m
 2

5 

M
ar

ch
 1

5-
16

, 2
00

5 
 

A
tta

ch
m

en
t 1

 

 

callen
StrikeOut

callen
StrikeOut



kr, csi 
csi V 
§ EU  

1 1 
. 

ea 4'4  
4:4 

Designated Compost Area 

. _ 

• • • . - 
a 

• i ti BASIN . 

\ 
.-- 

L•SCLVT- , 
....11=MI MEL II  . !r., '''' o J1I6 Zan r iibb rb n 11e 

• =Mr i 
II 

0P— .. 
,,, p 

• . . . . . . 
.. _ _ 

=.7.....---___ . 
SCALE t INCH .-- 2.50 FEET 

8 ATTACHMENT II ENGEL & GRAY REGIONAL COMPOSTING FACILITY 
to csi 

i ‘c7. 
SITE MAP 

to ,), 

-g 1 
o 
= B

oa
rd

 M
ee

tin
g 

 
A

ge
nd

a 
Ite

m
 2

5 
M

ar
ch

 1
5-

16
, 2

00
5 

 
A

tta
ch

m
en

t 2
  



Board Meeting Agenda Item 25 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 3 

SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT 
Facility Number: 

42-AA-0053 

I. Name and Street Address of Facility: 

Engel & Gray 
Regional Composting Facility 
Ray Road, 1/2 mile south of West 
Main Street, Santa Maria, CA 
93456 

2. Name and Mailing Address of Operator: 

Engel & Gray Inc. 
745 West Betteravia Road 
Post Office Box 5020 
Santa Maria, CA 93456 

3. Name and Mailing Address of Owner: 

City Of Santa Maria 
Public Works Department 
810 W. Church Street 
Santa Maria, CA 93454-4222 

4. Specifications: 

a. Permitted Operations: 
❑ Solid Waste Disposal Site ❑ Transformation Facility 

■ Transfer/Processing Facility (MRF) 
• Other: 

CE) Composting Facility (Sludge) 

b. Permitted Hours of Operation: 7am to 7pm; Monday -Sunday 

c. Permitted Maximum Tonnage: 52,200 Tons per Quarter 

d. Permitted Traffic Volume: 75 Average number of vehicles per day 

e. Key Design Parameters (Detailed parameters are shown on site plans bearing EA and CIWMB validations): 

Total Disposal Transfer/Processing Composting Transformation 

Permitted Arca (in acres) 40.15 40.15 

Design Capacity -cubic yds 

Max. Elevation (Ft. MSL) 

400,000 

Max. Depth (Ft. MSL) 

Estimated Closure Year 

Upon a significant change in design or operation from that described herein, this permit is subject to revocation or suspension. The attached 
permit findings and conditions are integral parts of this permit and supersede the conditions of any previously issued solid waste facility permit. 

5. Approval: Richard Merrifield, Director 
Environmental Health Services 

Approving Officer Signature 

6. Enforcement Agency Name and Address: 

Santa Barbara County - Public Health Department 

Environmental Health Services Division 
225 Camino del Remedio 
Santa Barbara, CA 93110 

7. Date Received by CIWMB: 

February 10, 2005 

8. CIWMB Concurrence Date: 

9. Permit Issued Date: 10. Permit Review Due Date: 11. Owner/Operator Transfer Date: 
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT 
Facility Number: 

42-AA-0053 

12. Legal Description of Facility: 

The legal description of this facility is contained in Exhibit 7 of the 

- 

Report of Compost Site Infomlation dated December 20. 2004. 

13. Findings: 

a. This permit is consistent with the Santa Barbara County Integrated Waste Management Plan, which was approved 
in the Nondisposal Facility Element, pursuant to Public 

by the CIWMB 
Resources 

and Disposal as 

pursuant 

by the City 
by the 

on October 21. 1998. The location of the facility is identified 

adopted by the C1WMB, 

consistent with the 
to PRC 44009. 

determined that the 

Development 
describes and 

Code (PRC), Section 50001(a). 

b. This permit is consistent with the standards 

c. The design and operation of the facility is 
determined by the enforcement agency, pursuant 

d. The Santa Maria City Fire Department has 

pursuant to PRC 

State Minimum Standards 

facility is in conformance 

Department (SP-94-28 
supports the design and 

by the Santa Maria City 

44010. 

for Solid Waste Handling 

with applicable fire standards, 

& E-94-56) and certified 
operation, which will be authorized 

Council on June 21, 1995. 

to PRC, 44151. 

e. A CEOA document was filed with the Community 
Council on June 21. 1995. The CEOA document 
issuance of this permit. A Notice of Determination was filed 

14. Prohibitions: 

The permittee is prohibited from accepting the following wastes: 

Hazardous, radioactive, medical (as defined in Chapter 6.1, Division 20 of the Health and Safety Code), liquids not approved 
by the Regional Water Quality Control Board, designated, or other wastes requiring special treatment or handling, except as 
identified in the Report of Facility Information and approved amendments thereto and as approved by the enforcement agency 
and other federal, state, and local agencies. 

15. The following documents describe and/or restrict the operation of this facility: 

Date Date 

Report of Compost Site Information December 
2004 Preliminary Closure and Postclosure 

Maintenance Plan 

Waste Discharge Requirements 
Order No. 99-11 April 1999 Closure Financial Assurance Documentation 

APCD Permit to Operate # Operating Liability Certification 

CEOA document - Notice of Determination June 21. 1995 Land Use and/or Conditional Use Permit 
Comprehensive Plan Consistency Statement August 1995 

Conditional Negative Declaration SP-94-
28 & E94-56 

May 95 
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT 
Facility Number: 

42-AA-0053 

16. Self Monitoring: 

The owner/operator shall submit the results of all self monitoring programs to the Enforcement Agency 
of the reporting period (for example, In quarter = January — March, the report is due by April 30, etc.. 
an annual basis shall be submitted with the 4th quarter monitoring report, unless otherwise stated.) 

within 30 days of the end 
Information required on 

Program Reporting Frequency 

a.  

b.  

c.  

d.  

e.  

The types and quantities (in tons) of feedstock entering the facility per Month and 
the quantity of finished compost (or other material) shipped off site. 

The number and types of vehicles using the facility per day. 

Results of the hazardous waste load checking program, including the quantities and 
types of hazardous wastes, medical wastes or otherwise prohibited wastes found in 
the waste stream and the disposition of these materials. 

Copies of all written complaints regarding this facility and the operator's actions 
taken to resolve these complaints and a summary of all Special Occurrences. 

Report results of analytical tests for pathogens and metals. 

Semi-annual 

Semi-annual 

Semi-annual 

Semi-annual 

Semi-annual 
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT 
Facility Number: 

42-AA-0053 

17. Enforcement Agency (EA) Conditions: 

a. The operator shall comply with all State Minimum Standards for solid waste handling and disposal as specified in Title 14, 
California Code of Regulations. 

b. The operator shall maintain a log of special/unusual occurrences. This log shall include, but is not limited to, foes, explosions, 
the discharge and disposition of hazardous or unpermitted wastes, and significant injuries, accidents or property damage. Each 
log entry shall be accompanied by a summary of any actions taken by the operator to mitigate the occurrence. The log shall be 
available to site personnel and the EA at all times. 

c. Additional information concerning the design and operation of the facility shall be furnished upon request and within the time 
frame specified by the EA. 

d. This permit is subject to review by the EA and may be suspended, revoked, or revised at any time for sufficient cause. 

e. The EA reserves the right to suspend or modify waste receiving and handling operations when deemed necessary due to an 
emergency, a potential health hazard, or the creation of a public nuisance. 

1. Any change that would cause the design or operation of the facility not to conform to the terms and conditions of this permit is 
prohibited. Such a change may be considered a significant change, requiring a permit revision. In no case shall the operator 
implement any change without first submitting a written notice of the proposed change, in the form of an RFI amendment, to the 
EA at least 180 days in advance of the change. 

g. RCSI, current Solid Waste Facility Permit and copies of all past inspections shall be maintained on site. 

h. Adequate lighting must be provided for any operations that occur after dusk. 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-58 

Consideration Of A New Solid Waste Facilities Permit (Compostable Materials Handling Facility) 
For The Engel & Gray Regional Composting Facility, Santa Barbara County 

WHEREAS, the County of Santa Barbara Department of Public Health, Environmental Health Services acting 
as the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA), has submitted to the Board for its review and concurrence with or 
objection to, a new Solid Waste Facilities Permit for the Engel & Gray Regional Composting Facility; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed permit will allow a maximum tonnage of 208,800 tons per year, limit traffic 
volume to an average of 75 vehicles per day, increase the design capacity from 100,000 cubic yards to 400,000 
cubic yards; and 

WHEREAS, the LEA has certified that the application package is complete and correct, and that the proposed 
permit is supported by the California Environmental Quality Act documents that were prepared for the project; 
and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the proposed project is described in the Nondisposal Facility Element 
(NDFE); and 

WHEREAS, Board staff have evaluated the proposed permit and application package for consistency with the 
standards adopted by the Board; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds the proposed permit is consistent with the California Environmental Quality Act; 
and 

WHEREAS, Board staff finds the facility [is] [is not] able to operate in compliance with State Minimum 
Standards; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that all state and local requirements for the proposed permit have been met. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
[concurs/objects] in the issuance of Solid Waste Facilities Permit No. 42-AA-0053. 

CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly adopted 
at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 

Dated: 

Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-58 

Consideration Of A New Solid Waste Facilities Permit (Compostable Materials Handling Facility) 
For The Engel & Gray Regional Composting Facility, Santa Barbara County  
 
WHEREAS,  the County of Santa Barbara Department of Public Health, Environmental Health Services acting 
as the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA), has submitted to the Board for its review and concurrence with or 
objection to, a new Solid Waste Facilities Permit for the Engel & Gray Regional Composting Facility; and  
 
WHEREAS,  the proposed permit will allow a maximum tonnage of 208,800 tons per year, limit traffic 
volume to an average of 75 vehicles per day, increase the design capacity from 100,000 cubic yards to 400,000 
cubic yards; and 
 
WHEREAS,  the LEA has certified that the application package is complete and correct, and that the proposed 
permit is supported by the California Environmental Quality Act documents that were prepared for the project; 
and 
 
WHEREAS,  the Board finds that the proposed project is described in the Nondisposal Facility Element 
(NDFE); and 
 
WHEREAS, Board staff have evaluated the proposed permit and application package for consistency with the 
standards adopted by the Board; and 
 
WHEREAS,  the Board finds the proposed permit is consistent with the California Environmental Quality Act; 
and 
 
WHEREAS,  Board staff finds the facility [is][is not] able to operate in compliance with State Minimum 
Standards; and    
 
WHEREAS,  the Board finds that all state and local requirements for the proposed permit have been met. 
  
NOW,  THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
[concurs/objects] in the issuance of Solid Waste Facilities Permit No. 42-AA-0053. 
 

CERTIFICATION 
 
The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly adopted 
at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 
 
Dated:   
 
 
 
Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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AGENDA ITEM 26 
ITEM 
Consideration Of A Revised Full Solid Waste Facilities Permit (Disposal Facility) For The City 
of Lompoc-Sanitary Landfill, Santa Barbara County 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
1. This item requests Board concurrence on the revision of the City of Lompoc Sanitary 

Landfill solid waste facilities permit. 
2. Pursuant to Public Resources Code, Section 44009, the Board has 60 calendar days to 

concur in or object to the issuance of a full solid waste facilities permit. The proposed 
permit for this facility was received January 19, 2005. The date for submittal of a 
proposed permit that would allow 60 days for Board review prior to the March Board 
meeting was January 14, 2005. The Board has until March 20, 2005 to act on this 
permit. When the proposed permit package was received, the package contained all the 
items required in Title 27, California Code of Regulations, Section 21685. 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
1. The current permit for the City of Lompoc Sanitary Landfill was last concurred with 

by the Board on May 13, 1999. 
2. Compliance History: 

2000 — No State Minimum Standards (SMS) or permit violations. 
2001 — One SMS violation and no permit violations. 
2002 — No SMS or permit violations. 
2003 — No SMS or permit violations. 
2004 — No SMS violations or permit violations. (January to December) 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
The Board may decide to do one of the following: 
1. Concur in the issuance of the proposed permit as submitted by the Local Enforcement 

Agency (LEA). 
2. Object to the issuance of the proposed permit as submitted by the LEA. 
3. Take no action on the proposed permit as submitted by the LEA. If the Board 

chooses this option, the Board shall be deemed to have concurred in the issuance of 
the proposed permit 60 days after the Board's receipt of the permit. 

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
At the time this item was prepared, staff had not determined consistency with SMS. If 
the site is found in compliance with SMS, staff will recommend option 1, concurrence in 
the issuance of the permit. 

V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 

Facility Name: City Of Lompoc Sanitary Landfill 
Facility Number 42-AA-0017 
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AGENDA ITEM 26 

ITEM 
Consideration Of A Revised Full Solid Waste Facilities Permit (Disposal Facility) For The City 
of Lompoc-Sanitary Landfill, Santa Barbara County 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
1. This item requests Board concurrence on the revision of the City of Lompoc Sanitary 

Landfill solid waste facilities permit. 
2. Pursuant to Public Resources Code, Section 44009, the Board has 60 calendar days to 

concur in or object to the issuance of a full solid waste facilities permit.  The proposed 
permit for this facility was received January 19, 2005.  The date for submittal of a 
proposed permit that would allow 60 days for Board review prior to the March Board 
meeting was January 14, 2005.  The Board has until March 20, 2005 to act on this 
permit.  When the proposed permit package was received, the package contained all the 
items required in Title 27, California Code of Regulations, Section 21685. 
 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
1. The current permit for the City of Lompoc Sanitary Landfill was last concurred with 

by the Board on May 13, 1999. 
2. Compliance History: 

2000 – No State Minimum Standards (SMS) or permit violations.  
2001 – One SMS violation and no permit violations. 
2002 – No SMS or permit violations. 
2003 – No SMS or permit violations. 
2004 – No SMS violations or permit violations.  (January to December)  
  

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
The Board may decide to do one of the following: 
1. Concur in the issuance of the proposed permit as submitted by the Local Enforcement 

Agency (LEA). 
2. Object to the issuance of the proposed permit as submitted by the LEA. 
3. Take no action on the proposed permit as submitted by the LEA.  If the Board 

chooses this option, the Board shall be deemed to have concurred in the issuance of 
the proposed permit 60 days after the Board’s receipt of the permit. 

 
IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

At the time this item was prepared, staff had not determined consistency with SMS.  If 
the site is found in compliance with SMS, staff will recommend option 1, concurrence in 
the issuance of the permit. 
 

V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 

Facility Name: City Of Lompoc Sanitary Landfill 
 Facility Number 42-AA-0017 
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Facility Type: Existing municipal solid waste landfill 

Location: South end of Avalon Street 
Lompoc, Santa Barbara County 

Permitted Acreage: 115 total acres, 39 disposal acres 

Setting: General agriculture, limited agriculture, suburban agriculture- 
residential, limited residential, and light industrial. 

Operational Status: Permitted, active 

Permitted Tonnage: 500 tons per day (General waste 400 TPD, water treatment 
sludge 65 TPD, Commingled recyclables 35 TPD) 

Proposed Tonnage: General waste 400 tons per day 

Permitted Traffic 
Volume: 202 vehicles per day / 6,000 average vehicles per month 

Proposed Traffic 
Volume: 6,000 average vehicles per month 

Permitted Maximum 
Elevation: 460 feet above mean sea level 

Permitted Maximum 
Depth: 90 feet below ground surface 

Permitted Hours: 7:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., Monday to Friday, 10:30 a.m. to 
3:45 p.m., Saturday to Sunday; closed holidays. 
(Holidays include New Year's, Veteran's Day, Easter 
Sunday, Thanksgiving and Christmas.) 

Proposed Hours: 7:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., Monday to Friday, 10:00 a.m. to 
3:45 p.m., Saturday to Sunday: closed holidays. 
(Holidays include New Year's Day, Martin Luther King Jr. 
Day, President's Day, Easter Sunday, Memorial Day, July 
Fourth, Labor Day, Veteran's Day, Thanksgiving Day, 
Christmas Day.) 

Permitted 
Design Capacity: 4,560,000 cubic yards 

Estimated 
Closure Date: 2047 

Owner/Operator: City of Lompoc Public Works Solid Waste Division 
LEA: Santa Barbara County Public Health Department, 

Environmental Health Services 
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Facility Type: Existing municipal solid waste landfill 
 
Location: South end of Avalon Street 
                                          Lompoc, Santa Barbara County 
 
Permitted Acreage: 115 total acres, 39 disposal acres 
 
Setting: General agriculture, limited agriculture, suburban agriculture-

residential, limited residential, and light industrial.    
 
Operational Status: Permitted, active 
 
Permitted Tonnage: 500 tons per day (General waste 400 TPD, water treatment 

sludge 65 TPD, Commingled recyclables 35 TPD) 
 
Proposed Tonnage:         General waste 400 tons per day 
 
Permitted Traffic 
Volume: 202 vehicles per day / 6,000 average vehicles per month 
 
Proposed Traffic 
Volume: 6,000 average vehicles per month 
 
Permitted Maximum 
Elevation: 460 feet above mean sea level 
 
Permitted Maximum 
Depth: 90 feet below ground surface 
 
Permitted Hours: 7:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., Monday to Friday, 10:30 a.m. to 

3:45 p.m., Saturday to Sunday; closed holidays. 
(Holidays include New Year’s, Veteran’s Day, Easter 
Sunday, Thanksgiving and Christmas.) 
 

Proposed Hours: 7:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., Monday to Friday, 10:00 a.m. to 
3:45 p.m., Saturday to Sunday: closed holidays. 
(Holidays include New Year’s Day, Martin Luther King Jr. 
Day, President’s Day, Easter Sunday, Memorial Day, July 
Fourth, Labor Day, Veteran’s Day, Thanksgiving Day, 
Christmas Day.)  
 

Permitted 
Design Capacity: 4,560,000 cubic yards 
 
Estimated 
Closure Date: 2047 
 
Owner/Operator: City of Lompoc Public Works Solid Waste Division 
LEA: Santa Barbara County Public Health Department, 

Environmental Health Services  
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Background 
The landfill is owned and 
Division. It serves the City 
Santa Barbara County excluding 
currently describes receipt 
recyclables. The proposed 
the reference to recyclable 
the limit on potable water 

operated by 
of Lompoc 

the 
of general 
permit will 
as these are 

treatment sludge, 
will be removed 

were to change, 
the RDSI, 

proposed revised 
name 

Lompoc — Public 
volume is referenced 

to water treatment 
amount of 
Site Information. 

the City of Lompoc Public 
and the surrounding unincorporated 

Vandenburg Air Force Base. 
waste, potable water treatment 

retain the limit on general 

Works Solid 

The facility 
sludge 

waste but remove 
The reference 

soil and used 
remain in 

or the 
required to 

permit include: 
Community 

Waste 
areas of 

permit 
and 

to 
as 

the 
methods 
request 

6,000 

only in 
400 TPD 

site. 
to 

days 

at the 
and/or 

recyclables 

(RDSI). 

no longer handled 
which 

from the 
If the 

the operator 
prior to making 

solid waste 
from "City 

Works". 
from 

sludge 
water treatment 

The permit 
recyclables are 

from 10:30 
add the following 
Luther King 

Labor Day. 
address special 

revoke, 
protect public 

that are 

staff's review 

at the site. 
is mixed with 
permit but will 
amount of sludge 

would be 
the change. 

facilities 
of Lompoc — 

202 vehicles 

and commingled 

Alternative Daily Cover, 
Report of Disposal Site Information 
for handling of the sludge 
approval of amendments to 

Key Issues 
Changes identified in the 
1. Change the owner/operator's 

Services" to "City of 
2. Change in how traffic 

vehicles per month. 
3. Removed the reference 

from the permit. The 
the Report of Disposal 
for all other waste. Commingled 

4. Change the public hours 
10:00 a.m. through 3:45 
the facility will be closed: 
Memorial Day, July Fourth, 

5. Add conditions to the 
landfill, and the LEA's 
permit when deemed 
environment. Remove 
found in statute and/or 

Staff Analysis 
The following table summarizes 
revised solid waste facilities 

per day to 

sludge will 
will have 

no longer received 
a.m. through 

holidays 
Jr. Day, President's 

or unusual 
or revise the 
health, safety 
duplicative 

and analysis 

be described 
a limit of 

at this 
3:45 p.m. 

to the list of 
Day, 

occurrences 
operations 
and the 

to requirements 

of the proposed 

of operation 
p.m. and 

Martin 
and 

permit that 
right to suspend, 

necessary to 
permit conditions 
regulations. 

Board 
permit package: 

Summary of Board 
Findings for Facility 

#42-AA-0017 
Adequate Inadequate 

To Be 
Determined 

Not 
Applicabl 

e 

See 
Details in 
Section 

CIWMP Conformance X 1. 
Consistency with State 
Minimum Standards 

X 2 

California Environmental 
Quality Act 

X V.B. 

Closure Plan Completeness 
Determination 

X 3.  

Funding for Closure and 
Post-closure Maintenance 

X 4.  

Operating Liability X 4. 

Joint Technical Document X 5.  
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Background 
The landfill is owned and operated by the City of Lompoc Public Works Solid Waste 
Division.  It serves the City of Lompoc and the surrounding unincorporated areas of 
Santa Barbara County excluding the Vandenburg Air Force Base. The facility permit 
currently describes receipt of general waste, potable water treatment sludge and 
recyclables.  The proposed permit will retain the limit on general waste but remove 
the reference to recyclable as these are no longer handled at the site.  The reference to 
the limit on potable water treatment sludge, which is mixed with soil and used as 
Alternative Daily Cover, will be removed from the permit but will remain in the 
Report of Disposal Site Information (RDSI).  If the amount of sludge or the methods 
for handling of the sludge were to change, the operator would be required to request 
approval of amendments to the RDSI, prior to making the change. 
 
Key Issues 
Changes identified in the proposed revised solid waste facilities permit include: 
1. Change the owner/operator’s name from “City of Lompoc – Community 

Services” to “City of Lompoc – Public Works”.   
2. Change in how traffic volume is referenced from 202 vehicles per day to 6,000 

vehicles per month.  
3. Removed the reference to water treatment sludge and commingled recyclables 

from the permit.  The amount of water treatment sludge will be described only in 
the Report of Disposal Site Information.  The permit will have a limit of 400 TPD 
for all other waste.  Commingled recyclables are no longer received at this site. 

4. Change the public hours of operation from 10:30 a.m. through 3:45 p.m. to 
10:00 a.m. through 3:45 p.m. and add the following holidays to the list of days 
the facility will be closed: Martin Luther King Jr. Day, President’s Day, 
Memorial Day, July Fourth, and Labor Day. 

5. Add conditions to the permit that address special or unusual occurrences at the 
landfill, and the LEA’s right to suspend, revoke, or revise the operations and/or 
permit when deemed necessary to protect public health, safety and the 
environment.  Remove permit conditions that are duplicative to requirements 
found in statute and/or regulations.  

 
Staff Analysis 
The following table summarizes Board staff’s review and analysis of the proposed 
revised solid waste facilities permit package: 

Summary of Board 
Findings for Facility 

#42-AA-0017 
Adequate Inadequate To Be 

Determined 

Not 
Applicabl

e 

See 
Details in 
Section 

CIWMP Conformance X    1. 
Consistency with State 
Minimum Standards   X  2. 

California Environmental 
Quality Act X    V.B. 

Closure Plan Completeness 
Determination X    3. 

Funding for Closure and 
Post-closure Maintenance X              4. 

Operating Liability X            4. 
Joint Technical Document X    5. 
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1.  

2.  

3.  

4.  

5.  

State 

County Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP). The proposed permit is for the 
City of Lompoc Sanitary Landfill, located at the end of Avalon Street, Lompoc, 
California in Santa Barbara County. 

Public Resources Code Section 50001 requires the location of any new or expanded 
solid waste disposal facility to be identified in the applicable county's Countywide 
Siting Element (CSE) for the proposed permit for that facility to be found to be in 
conformance with the CSE. 

The location of City of Lompoc Sanitary Landfill is identified in the County's CSE. 
The Office of Local Assistance staff therefore finds the proposed permit to be in 
conformance with the County's CSE. 

Consistency with State Minimum Standards (SMS). At the time this item was 
prepared, staff had not conducted a pre-permit inspection of the facility. Staff 
will inspect the facility prior to the March 7, 2005 Permitting and Enforcement 
Committee meeting and provide the inspection fmdings at that time. 

In the last five years the LEA has noted only one violation which was for litter 
control. 

Closure Plan Completeness. Staff of the Board's Remediation, Closure & 
Technical Services Branch have determined that the Preliminary Closure Plan is 
complete and consistent with State Minimum Standards per 27 CCR, Section 
21685 (b)(5). 

Funding for Closure and Post-closure Maintenance and Operating Liability. Staff 
of the Financial Assurance Section completed a review of the financial assurance 
demonstration for City of Lompoc Sanitary Landfill. 

The operator is required to demonstrate financial responsibility for operating liability 
claims. The operator has submitted an acceptable Certificate of Self-Insurance and 
Risk Management as required by Title 27, CCR, Division 2, Subdivision 1, Chapter 6, 
Subchapter 3, Article 2(the Regulations), Section 22252. 

The financial assurance demonstrations meet all the requirements, and based on 
the cost estimates and the capacity information submitted by the operator, the 
fund is adequately funded at this time. 

Joint Technical Document. Board staff reviewed the Joint Technical Document, 

B. Environmental 

through 
document 
proposal 

dated January 2005, and found that it meets the requirements of Title 27, CCR, 
Section 21600. 

Issues 
law requires compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act either 

the preparation, circulation and adoption/certification of an environmental 
and mitigation reporting or monitoring program or by determining that the 

is categorically or statutorily exempt. 

The City of Lompoc, Department of Public Works, acting as Lead Agency, has prepared 
the following environmental document for the City of Lompoc Sanitary Landfill: 
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1. County Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP). The proposed permit is for the 
City of Lompoc Sanitary Landfill, located at the end of Avalon Street, Lompoc, 
California in Santa Barbara County.  
 
Public Resources Code Section 50001 requires the location of any new or expanded 
solid waste disposal facility to be identified in the applicable county's Countywide 
Siting Element (CSE) for the proposed permit for that facility to be found to be in 
conformance with the CSE.   
 
The location of City of Lompoc Sanitary Landfill is identified in the County's CSE.  
The Office of Local Assistance staff therefore finds the proposed permit to be in 
conformance with the County’s CSE. 

 
2. Consistency with State Minimum Standards (SMS).  At the time this item was 

prepared, staff had not conducted a pre-permit inspection of the facility.  Staff 
will inspect the facility prior to the March 7, 2005 Permitting and Enforcement 
Committee meeting and provide the inspection findings at that time. 

 

In the last five years the LEA has noted only one violation which was for litter 
control. 

 
3. Closure Plan Completeness.  Staff of the Board’s Remediation, Closure & 

Technical Services Branch have determined that the Preliminary Closure Plan is 
complete and consistent with State Minimum Standards per 27 CCR, Section 
21685 (b)(5).   

 
4. Funding for Closure and Post-closure Maintenance and Operating Liability.  Staff 

of the Financial Assurance Section completed a review of the financial assurance 
demonstration for City of Lompoc Sanitary Landfill. 

 

The operator is required to demonstrate financial responsibility for operating liability 
claims.  The operator has submitted an acceptable Certificate of Self-Insurance and 
Risk Management as required by Title 27, CCR, Division 2, Subdivision 1, Chapter 6, 
Subchapter 3, Article 2(the Regulations), Section 22252. 
 
The financial assurance demonstrations meet all the requirements, and based on 
the cost estimates and the capacity information submitted by the operator, the 
fund is adequately funded at this time. 
 

5. Joint Technical Document.  Board staff reviewed the Joint Technical Document, 
dated January 2005, and found that it meets the requirements of Title 27, CCR, 
Section 21600. 

 
B. Environmental Issues 

State law requires compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act either 
through the preparation, circulation and adoption/certification of an environmental 
document and mitigation reporting or monitoring program or by determining that the 
proposal is categorically or statutorily exempt.  
 
The City of Lompoc, Department of Public Works, acting as Lead Agency, has prepared 
the following environmental document for the City of Lompoc Sanitary Landfill: 
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A Negative Declaration, State Clearinghouse No. 90011041 was circulated for a 
thirty — day comment period from August 19, 1991 through September 18, 1991. The 
Negative Declaration discussed a solid waste facility permit revision to increase the 
tonnage, the installation of a computerized weigh scale station, the addition of a 
recycling area and activities, the construction of a vehicle maintenance building and 
the installation of a 30,000 gallon water tank to provide water for dust suppression. 
The Negative Declaration indicated an average vehicle count of 200 daily and 6,000 
monthly. The Negative Declaration also proposed the acceptance of potable water 
treatment plant sludge (WPS). 

The Negative Declaration was adopted by the City of Lompoc Planning Commission 
and a Notice of Determination was filed on October 30, 1991. 

The landfill is located on a 115-acre canyon site at the south end of Avalon Street in 
Lompoc. Zoning designations in the vicinity of the site include general agriculture, 
limited agriculture (allowing limited oil development), suburban agriculture- 
residential, limited residential and light industrial. Land uses existing within a 1,000- 
foot perimeter include an auto wrecking and dismantling yard, a church, and several 
single family and duplex residences. 

The County of Santa Barbara, Public Health Department, Solid Waste Local 
Enforcement Agency has provided a finding that the proposed Solid Waste Facilities 
Permit is consistent and supported by the cited environmental document. 

Board staff recommends the Negative Declaration cited above as adequate for the 
Board's environmental evaluation of the proposed project for those project activities 
which are within Board's expertise and/or powers, or which are required to be carried 
out or approved by the Board. 

C.  Program/Long Term Impacts 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any program, or long-term 
impacts related to this item. 

D.  Stakeholder Impacts 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any stakeholder impacts related 
to this item. 

E.  Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impacts to the Board results from this item. 

F.  Legal Issues 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any legal issues related to this item. 

G.  Environmental Justice 
Community Setting. The zoning designations surrounding the facility include the following: 

• North - General Agriculture allowing for limited agriculture, oil development, 
and suburban agriculture-residential, limited residential, and light industrial. 

• South, West, and East — undisturbed setting due to the rugged topography. 
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A Negative Declaration, State Clearinghouse No. 90011041 was circulated for a 
thirty – day comment period from August 19, 1991 through September 18, 1991.  The 
Negative Declaration discussed a solid waste facility permit revision to increase the 
tonnage, the installation of a computerized weigh scale station, the addition of a 
recycling area and activities, the construction of a vehicle maintenance building and 
the installation of a 30,000 gallon water tank to provide water for dust suppression. 
The Negative Declaration indicated an average vehicle count of 200 daily and 6,000 
monthly.  The Negative Declaration also proposed the acceptance of potable water 
treatment plant sludge (WPS).   
 
The Negative Declaration was adopted by the City of Lompoc Planning Commission 
and a Notice of Determination was filed on October 30, 1991. 
 
The landfill is located on a 115-acre canyon site at the south end of Avalon Street in 
Lompoc. Zoning designations in the vicinity of the site include general agriculture, 
limited agriculture (allowing limited oil development), suburban agriculture-
residential, limited residential and light industrial. Land uses existing within a 1,000-
foot perimeter include an auto wrecking and dismantling yard, a church, and several 
single family and duplex residences. 
 
The County of Santa Barbara, Public Health Department, Solid Waste Local 
Enforcement Agency has provided a finding that the proposed Solid Waste Facilities 
Permit is consistent and supported by the cited environmental document. 
 
Board staff recommends the Negative Declaration cited above as adequate for the 
Board’s environmental evaluation of the proposed project for those project activities 
which are within Board’s expertise and/or powers, or which are required to be carried 
out or approved by the Board.  
 

C. Program/Long Term Impacts 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any program, or long-term 
impacts related to this item. 
 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any stakeholder impacts related 
to this item. 
 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impacts to the Board results from this item. 
 

F. Legal Issues 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any legal issues related to this item. 
 

G. Environmental Justice 
Community Setting.  The zoning designations surrounding the facility include the following: 

• North - General Agriculture allowing for limited agriculture, oil development, 
and suburban agriculture-residential, limited residential, and light industrial. 

• South, West, and East – undisturbed setting due to the rugged topography. 
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VI. 

The following 
five residential 

According to the 
County Census 

Of the total population 
themselves as having 
$50,901 and 8.2 

Community Outreach. 

structures are within 1,000 feet of the permitted facility boundaries: 
dwelling units, an auto wrecking yard, and a church. 

2000 Census, the population of the Lompoc area (Santa 
Tract 28.07) consists of the following: 

thirty- 

Barbara 

income is 

for revision 
in the 

on 

US Census Bureau Data 
Census 2000 - Race 
Lompoc, Santa Barbara County 

All Ages 

Number Percent  

White 1,666 74.3 

Black or African American 103 4.6 

American Indian or Alaska Native 40 1.8 

Asian 109 4.9 

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 8 0.4 

Some other race 175 7.8 

Two or more races 141 6.3 

Total Population 2242 100 

in the census tract a total of 456 
Hispanic or Latino origin. The 

percent of the families are below the 

The LEA has noticed the receipt 

or 20.3 percent identify 
median household 
poverty level. 

of an application 
- Sanitary Landfill 

not receive any comments 

according to the requirements 
At the hearing the 

be added to the list 
comments had 

of a solid waste facilities permit for the City of Lompoc 
following newspaper: "Lompoc News." The LEA did 
the permit application. 

On December 6, 2004, the LEA held a public hearing, 
AB 1497. No one from the public attended the hearing. 
noted that a reference to "President's Day" needed to 
the site will be closed. The LEA reported that no written 

Environmental Justice Issues. Based on available information, 

of 
operator 

of holidays that 
been received. 

aware of 

of 
integrated 

current 

and state 
with 

staff is not 

and mitigating the impacts 
and promoting 

efforts by acknowledging 
consistent with 

consistent and effective 
with federal 

in a permit consistent 

any environmental justice issues related to this item. 

H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
This item supports Strategic Plan Goal 4: Managing 
solid waste on public health and safety and the environment 
and consistent permitting, inspection, and enforcement 
through cooperation with the LEA enforcement of a permit 
environmental values and ethics. 

This item supports Strategic Plan Objective 1: Through 
enforcement or other appropriate measures, ensure compliance 
waste management laws and regulations by concurring 
current statute and legislation. 

FUNDING INFORMATION 
N/A 
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The following structures are within 1,000 feet of the permitted facility boundaries: thirty-
five residential dwelling units, an auto wrecking yard, and a church. 
 
According to the 2000 Census, the population of the Lompoc area (Santa Barbara 
County Census Tract 28.07) consists of the following: 

All Ages US Census Bureau Data  
Census 2000 - Race 
Lompoc, Santa Barbara County Number Percent 

White 1,666 74.3 

Black or African American 103 4.6 

American Indian or Alaska Native 40 1.8 

Asian 109 4.9 

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 8 0.4 

Some other race 175 7.8 

Two or more races 141 6.3 

Total Population 2242 100 

Of the total population in the census tract a total of 456 or 20.3 percent identify 
themselves as having Hispanic or Latino origin.  The median household income is  
$50,901 and 8.2 percent of the families are below the poverty level. 
Community Outreach.  The LEA has noticed the receipt of an application for revision 
of a solid waste facilities permit for the City of Lompoc - Sanitary Landfill in the 
following newspaper: “Lompoc News.”  The LEA did not receive any comments on 
the permit application. 
 
On December 6, 2004, the LEA held a public hearing, according to the requirements of 
AB 1497.  No one from the public attended the hearing.  At the hearing the operator 
noted that a reference to “President’s Day” needed to be added to the list of holidays that 
the site will be closed.  The LEA reported that no written comments had been received.   
 
Environmental Justice Issues.  Based on available information, staff is not aware of 
any environmental justice issues related to this item. 
 

H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
This item supports Strategic Plan Goal 4:  Managing and mitigating the impacts of 
solid waste on public health and safety and the environment and promoting integrated 
and consistent permitting, inspection, and enforcement efforts by acknowledging 
through cooperation with the LEA enforcement of a permit consistent with current 
environmental values and ethics. 
 
This item supports Strategic Plan Objective 1:  Through consistent and effective 
enforcement or other appropriate measures, ensure compliance with federal and state 
waste management laws and regulations by concurring in a permit consistent with 
current statute and legislation. 
 

VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
N/A 
 



Board Meeting Agenda Item-26 
March 15-16, 2005 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1. Vicinity Map 
2. Site Map 
3. Proposed Permit Number 42-AA-0017 
4. Resolution Number 2005-59 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff: Dianne Ohiosumua Phone: (213) 620-2346 
B. Legal Staff: Michael Bledsoe Phone: (916) 341-6058 
C. Administration Staff: N/A Phone: N/A 

IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION 
A. Support 

Board staff is unaware of any specific written support for this item. 
B. Opposition 

Board staff is unaware of any specific written opposition for this item. 
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VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1.  Vicinity Map 
2.  Site Map 
3.  Proposed Permit Number 42-AA-0017 
4.  Resolution Number 2005-59 
 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff: Dianne Ohiosumua  Phone:  (213) 620-2346 
B. Legal Staff:  Michael Bledsoe Phone:  (916) 341-6058 
C. Administration Staff:  N/A Phone:  N/A 

 
IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION  

A. Support 
Board staff is unaware of any specific written support for this item. 

B. Opposition 
Board staff is unaware of any specific written opposition for this item. 
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT 1. Facility/Permit Number: 42-AA-0017 

2. Name and Street Address of Facility: 
City of Lompoc - Sanitary Landfill 
South end of Avalon Street 
Lompoc, California 

3. Name and Mailing Address of Operator: 
City of Lompoc — Public Works 
Solid Waste Division 
100 Civic Center Plaza 
Lompoc, California 93436 

4. Name and Mailing Address of Owner: 
City of Lompoc — Public Works 

100 Civic Center Plaza 

Lompoc, California 93436 

5. Specifications: 

a. Permitted Operations: 

b. Public Hours of Operation: Monday to Friday 7:30am 
'Holidays include Ncw Year's Day, Martin Luther King 

Thanksgiving and Christmas Day. 

c. Permitted Tons Per Operating Day: 400 

d. Permitted Traffic Volume: Average of 6000 
vehicles per month 

e. Key Design Parameters (Detailed parameters are shown 

Permitted Area 

Design Capacity 

Max. Elevation (Ft. MSL) 

Max. Depth (Ft. BGS) 

Estimated Closure Date 

Upon significant change in design or operation from that 
conditions are integral parts of this permit and supersede 

Composting Facility Processing Facility 
(mixed waste) 

_ Composting Facility Transfer Station 
(yard waste) 

_X_ Landfill Disposal Site Transformation Facility — 
Material Recovery Facility Other: — _ 

- 4:00pm; Saturday & Sunday 10:00am — 3:45pm; closed holidays°. 
Jr. Day , Presidents Day, Easter Sunday, Memorial Day, July Fourth, Labor Day, Veteran's Day, 

on site plans bearing LEA and CIWMB validations): 

Total Disposal 
Operational 

Transfer MRF Composting Transformation 

115 acres 39 acres 0 acre 0 acres 0 acres 0 acres 

4,560,000 cy 

46011 

0 cy 

to revocation 
solid waste facility 

or suspension. The 
permits. 

attached permit findings and ,  

90 ft 

2047 

described herein, this permit is subject 
the conditions of any previously issued 

6. Approval: 

Approving Officer Signature 

Richard Merrifield, Director 
Environmental Health Services 

7. Enforcement Agency Name and Address: 

Santa Barbara County — Public Health Department 
Environmental Health Services Division 
225 Camino del Remedio 
Santa Barbara, CA 93110 

S. Received by CIWMB: February 10, 2005 9. CIWMB Concurrence Date: 

10. Permit Review Due Date: I I. Permit Issue Date: 

1 
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT Facility/Permit Number: Lompoc Sanitary Landfill / 42-AA-0017 

12. Legal Description of Facility: 
APN: 93-111-24, Sections 5 & 8 TON, R34W S.B.B.M. 

13. Findings: 

a. This permit is consistent with the Santa Barbara County Integrated Wastc Management Plan that was approved by the CIWMB on October 21, 1998 
pursuant to the Public Resources Code, Section 50001. 

b. This permit is consistent with standards adopted by the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) as required in Public Resources 
Code, Section 44010. 

c. The design and operation of the facility is in compliance with the State Minimum Standards for Solid Waste Handling and Disposal as determined by 
the LEA on December 14.2004. 

d. The Lompoc City Fire Department has determined that the facility is in conformance with applicable lire standards as required in Public Resources 
Code, Section 44151. Inspection completed on December 9, 2003. 

e. Environmental Determinations have been filed with the State Clearinghouse for all activities, which arc not exempt from CEQA . 

14. Prohibitions: 

A. The permittee is prohibited from accepting any liquid sludge, non-hazardous waste requiring special handling, Special/Designated wastes, or hazardous 
waste unless  such waste is specifically listed below, and unless the acceptance of such waste is authorized by all applicable permits. 

I. Non-hazardous bulky wastes. 
2. Household hazardous wastes designated for recycling as specified in the JTD. 

3. Non-friable Asbestos 

4. Treated Medical Waste 

5. Dewatered Water Treatment Sludge 

6. Wastewater Grit 

B. The permitter is prohibited from accepting the following items: 

1. Liquid wastes, including grease. 
2. Sewage sludge. 
3. Burning waste. 
4. i-lot usher. 

5. Untreated Medical waste. 
6. Friable Asbestos. 

15. The following documents also describe and/or restrict the operation of this facility: 

Document Date DOC3Mien.1 2aLe 

_X_ Report of Facility Information/JTD December 2004 Contract Agreements - operator and contract See JTD Appendix 

Land Use Permits and Conditional Use Permits N/A _X_ Waste Discharge Requirements March 2003 

Air Pollution Control District Authority to Construct N/A Local & County Ordinances N/A 

_X_ Final Neg. Dec. (SOD No. 90011041 October 1991 _X_ Preliminary Closure/Post Closure Plan December 2003 

_X_ Final Ncg. Dec. (SCH) No. 98111017 December 1998 _X_ Closure Financial Responsibility Document April 22, 2004 

Other (list): 
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT Facility/Pemnt Number: 42-AA-0017 

16. Self Monitoring: 

a. Results of all self-monitoring programs as described in the Report of Facility Information, will be reported as follows: 

Program Reporting Frequency Agency Reported To 

I. Load Checking. Daily log Environmental Health Services Division 

2.  Log of Special Occurrences. Daily log Environmental Health Services Division 

3.  Vehicle Count & Tonnage intake. Daily log and quarterly report Environmental Health Services Division 

4.  Landfill Gas Monitoring Plan. El-annual report and monthly log book Environmental Health Services Division 

5.  Summary of all written complaints and any 
actions taken to resolve the complaint Quarterly Environmental Health Services Division 

Annual 
6.  Remaining site capacity Environmental Health Services Division 
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT racilay/Pc-rmIt Number: 42-AA-0017 

17. LEA Conditions: 

A. 

E 

C.  

D.  

E.  

F. 

an 
the change 

This facility shall comply with State Minimum Standards for solid waste handling and disposal as specified in Title 27 and Title 14. 

The operator shall maintain a log of special occurrences. This log shall include, but is not limited to, fires, explosions, significant injuries, accident, 
or property damage. The log shall be available to site personnel and the Local Enforcement Agency at all times. 

Additional information concerning the design and operation of the facility shall be furnished upon request and within the time frames specified by 
the Local Enforcement Agency. 

This permit is subject to review by the Local Enforcement Agency and may be suspended, revoked, or revised at any time for sufficient cause. 

The Local Enforcement Agency reserves the right to suspend or modify waste receiving and handling operations when deemed necessary due to an 
emergency, a potential health hward, or the creation of a public health nuisance. 

Any change that would cause the design or operation of this facility not to conform to the terms and conditions of the permit is prohibited. Any 
significant change that may be proposed for this facility shall require submission of an amendment to the Joint Technical Document and/or 

application for a revised solid waste facility permit to the LEA at least 180 days prior to the anticipated date for implementation of 
as specified in Title 27, Section 21620. 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 

Resolution 2005-59 

Consideration Of A Revised Solid Waste Facilities Permit (Disposal Site) For The City of 
Lompoc - Sanitary Landfill, Santa Barbara County 

WHEREAS, the County of Santa Barbara Department of Public Health, Division of 
Environmental Health Services acting as the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA), has submitted to 
the Board for its review and concurrence with or objection to, a revised Solid Waste Facilities 
Permit for the City of Lompoc - Sanitary Landfill; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed permit will allow a decrease in maximum tonnage from 500 tons per 
day to 400 tons per day, increase the traffic volume from 202 vehicles per day to 6,000 average 
vehicles per month, change the name of the operator, clean up language in the "Enforcement 
Agency Conditions" section, and allow the operator to close the facility on five additional 
holidays; and 

WHEREAS, the LEA has certified that the application package is complete and correct, and that 
the proposed permit is supported by the California Environmental Quality Act documents that 
were prepared for the project; and 

WHEREAS, the LEA held a public hearing on December 6, 2004 to allow the public to 
comment on the proposed changes: and 

WHEREAS, the Board fmds that the proposed project is described in the Countywide Siting 
Element; and 

WHEREAS, Board staff have evaluated the proposed permit and application package for 
consistency with the standards adopted by the Board; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds the proposed permit is consistent with the California 
Environmental Quality Act; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the proposed permit is consistent with the financial assurance 
and operating liability requirement; and 

WHEREAS, Board staff finds the facility [is] [is not] in compliance with state minimum 
standards; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that all state and local requirements for the proposed permit have 
been met. 

(over) 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 

Resolution 2005-59 
Consideration Of A Revised Solid Waste Facilities Permit (Disposal Site) For The City of 
Lompoc - Sanitary Landfill, Santa  Barbara County  
 
WHEREAS,  the County of Santa Barbara Department of Public Health, Division of 
Environmental Health Services acting as the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA), has submitted to 
the Board for its review and concurrence with or objection to, a revised Solid Waste Facilities 
Permit for the City of Lompoc - Sanitary Landfill; and  
 
WHEREAS, the proposed permit will allow a decrease in maximum tonnage from 500 tons per 
day to 400 tons per day, increase the traffic volume from 202 vehicles per day to 6,000 average 
vehicles per month, change the name of the operator, clean up language in the “Enforcement 
Agency Conditions” section, and allow the operator to close the facility on five additional 
holidays; and 
 
WHEREAS, the LEA has certified that the application package is complete and correct, and that 
the proposed permit is supported by the California Environmental Quality Act documents that 
were prepared for the project; and 
 
WHEREAS, the LEA held a public hearing on December 6, 2004 to allow the public to 
comment on the proposed changes: and 
 
WHEREAS, the Board finds that the proposed project is described in the Countywide Siting 
Element; and 
 
WHEREAS, Board staff have evaluated the proposed permit and application package for 
consistency with the standards adopted by the Board; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Board finds the proposed permit is consistent with the California 
Environmental Quality Act; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Board finds that the proposed permit is consistent with the financial assurance 
and operating liability requirement; and 
 
WHEREAS, Board staff finds the facility [is] [is not] in compliance with state minimum 
standards; and    
 
WHEREAS, the Board finds that all state and local requirements for the proposed permit have 
been met. 
  

(over) 



NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California Integrated Waste Management 
Board [concurs/objects] in the issuance of Solid Waste Facilities Permit No. 42-AA-0017. 

CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a 
resolution duly and 
Management Board 

regularly adopted at a 
held on March 15-16, 

meeting 
2005. 

of the California Integrated Waste 

Dated: 

Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California Integrated Waste Management 
Board [concurs/objects] in the issuance of Solid Waste Facilities Permit No. 42-AA-0017. 
 

CERTIFICATION 
 
The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a 
resolution duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 
 
Dated:   
 
 
 
Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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ITEM 
Consideration Of A Revised Full Solid Waste Facilities Permit (Transfer/Processing Station) For 
The Elder Creek Transfer Station, Sacramento County 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
1. This item requests Board concurrence on the revised Elder Creek Transfer Station 

solid waste facilities permit. 
2. Pursuant to Public Resources Code, Section 44009, the Board has 60 calendar days to 

concur in or object to the issuance of a full solid waste facilities permit. A proposed 
permit for this facility was submitted to the Board on February 2, 2005. The date for 
submittal of a proposed permit that would allow a full 60 days for Board review prior to 
the March Board meeting was January 15, 2005. The Board has until April 3, 2005 to 
act on this permit. When the proposed permit package was received, the package 
contained all of the items required in Title 27, CCR, Section 21685. 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
• The Board last concurred with a revised permit for the facility in 2001. 
• Compliance History: 

2000 - 0 State Minimum Standards (SMS) 
2001 - 1 SMS 
2002 - 2 SMS 
2003 - 1 SMS 
2004 - 1 SMS 
2005 - 0 SMS (January) 

The five violations of the State Minimum Standard (SMS) from 2000 through 2004 
are explained on page 3, in the Consistency with the SMS portion of this agenda item. 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
The Board may decide to do one of the following: 
1. Concur in the issuance of the proposed permit as submitted by the LEA. 
2. Object to the issuance of the proposed permit as submitted by the LEA and direct 

staff to inform the LEA in writing of the reason for objection. 
3. Take no action on the proposed permit as submitted by the LEA. If the Board 

chooses this option, the Board shall be deemed to have concurred in the issuance of 
the proposed permit 60 days after the Board's receipt of the permit. 

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommend that the Board adopt option one, concurrence in the issuance of the 
proposed permit. 

V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 
Facility Name: Elder Creek Transfer Station 

Facility No. 43-AA-0033 
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AGENDA ITEM 27 

ITEM 
Consideration Of A Revised Full Solid Waste Facilities Permit (Transfer/Processing Station) For 
The Elder Creek Transfer Station, Sacramento County 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
1. This item requests Board concurrence on the revised Elder Creek Transfer Station 

solid waste facilities permit. 
2. Pursuant to Public Resources Code, Section 44009, the Board has 60 calendar days to 

concur in or object to the issuance of a full solid waste facilities permit.  A proposed 
permit for this facility was submitted to the Board on February 2, 2005.  The date for 
submittal of a proposed permit that would allow a full 60 days for Board review prior to 
the March Board meeting was January 15, 2005.  The Board has until April 3, 2005 to 
act on this permit.  When the proposed permit package was received, the package 
contained all of the items required in Title 27, CCR, Section 21685. 

 
II. ITEM HISTORY 

• The Board last concurred with a revised permit for the facility in 2001. 
• Compliance History: 

2000 - 0 State Minimum Standards (SMS)  
2001 - 1 SMS  
2002 - 2 SMS  
2003 - 1 SMS  
2004 - 1 SMS  
2005 - 0 SMS (January) 
 
The five violations of the State Minimum Standard (SMS) from 2000 through 2004 
are explained on page 3, in the Consistency with the SMS portion of this agenda item. 

 
III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 

The Board may decide to do one of the following: 
1. Concur in the issuance of the proposed permit as submitted by the LEA. 
2. Object to the issuance of the proposed permit as submitted by the LEA and direct 

staff to inform the LEA in writing of the reason for objection. 
3. Take no action on the proposed permit as submitted by the LEA.  If the Board 

chooses this option, the Board shall be deemed to have concurred in the issuance of 
the proposed permit 60 days after the Board’s receipt of the permit. 

 
IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommend that the Board adopt option one, concurrence in the issuance of the 
proposed permit. 
 

V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 
Facility Name:  Elder Creek Transfer Station  

Facility No. 43-AA-0033 
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Facility Type: Large Volume Transfer/Processing Facility 

Location: 8642 Elder Creek Road, Sacramento, California 

Setting: The surrounding land use to the south and west are primarily zoned for 
industrial and commercial/warehouses uses. On the east is currently 
undeveloped industrial zoned land with one non-residential zoned 
building approximately 1000 feet from the site. 

Operational Status: Active, permit issued in 2001 

Current Acreage: 19.26 

Current Hours of Waste Receipt: 6:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday — Friday, 8:00 a.m.- 
Operation: 5:00 p.m., Saturday and Sunday. Waste Processing: 24 hours, 7 days 

week 
per 

Current tonnage: 2000 tons per day 

Proposed tonnage: 2500 tons per day 

Current Traffic 
Volume: 1007 Vehicles Per Day 

Operator/Owner: Mr. Jerry Mayberry, General Manager 
Allied Waste Industries 

LEA: Mr. Mel Knight, Director 
County of Sacramento 
Department of Environmental Health 

Background 
The facility was originally operating under a full permit issued in 1995. The 1995 permit 
allowed a maximum of 500 tons per day to recover, transfer and compost. In May 1999, 
the permit was revised to change the operator, increase the permitted peak daily tonnage 
to 2000, and terminate the compost operation. The permit was revised in 2001 to change 
the hours of operation. 

Key Issues 
The proposed revised permit is to allow the following change: 
• Increase the maximum daily tonnage from 2000 to 2500 tons per day. 

LEA Certification: 
The LEA has indicated the following: 
• The permit application package is complete and correct; 
• The Transfer/Processing Report (TPR) meets the requirements of Title 14, CCR, 

Section 18221.6; and 
• The proposed permit is consistent with and is supported by existing CEQA analysis. 

Staff Analysis: 
The following table summarizes Board staffs review and analysis of the proposed permit 
application package: 
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Facility Type:  Large Volume Transfer/Processing Facility 
 
Location:  8642 Elder Creek Road, Sacramento, California 
 
Setting: The surrounding land use to the south and west are primarily zoned for 

industrial and commercial/warehouses uses.  On the east is currently 
undeveloped industrial zoned land with one non-residential zoned 
building approximately 1000 feet from the site. 

 
Operational Status: Active, permit issued in 2001 
 
Current Acreage: 19.26 
 
Current Hours of  Waste Receipt: 6:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday – Friday, 8:00 a.m.- 
Operation: 5:00 p.m., Saturday and Sunday. Waste Processing: 24 hours, 7 days per 

week 
 
Current tonnage: 2000 tons per day   
 
Proposed tonnage: 2500 tons per day 
 
Current Traffic 
Volume: 1007 Vehicles Per Day 
 
Operator/Owner: Mr. Jerry Mayberry, General Manager 

Allied Waste Industries 
 
LEA:   Mr. Mel Knight, Director 

County of Sacramento 
Department of Environmental Health 
 

Background 
The facility was originally operating under a full permit issued in 1995. The 1995 permit 
allowed a maximum of 500 tons per day to recover, transfer and compost.  In May 1999, 
the permit was revised to change the operator, increase the permitted peak daily tonnage 
to 2000, and terminate the compost operation.  The permit was revised in 2001 to change 
the hours of operation.   
 
Key Issues 
The proposed revised permit is to allow the following change: 
• Increase the maximum daily tonnage from 2000 to 2500 tons per day.  
 
LEA Certification: 
The LEA has indicated the following: 
• The permit application package is complete and correct;  
• The Transfer/Processing Report (TPR) meets the requirements of Title 14, CCR, 

Section 18221.6; and  
• The proposed permit is consistent with and is supported by existing CEQA analysis. 

 
 Staff Analysis:  

The following table summarizes Board staff's review and analysis of the proposed permit 
application package: 
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B. 

34-AA-0033 

Summary of Board Findings 

Accept- 
able 

Unaccept- 
able 

To Be 
Deter- 
mined 

Not 
Applic- 

able 

See Details Below 

CIWMP Conformance (PRC 50001) A/ 1 

Consistency With State Minimum Standards '\I 2 

TPR Completeness '\i 3 

California Environmental Quality Act '\I B 

1.  

2.  

3.  

The 

• 

Conformance with County Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP): 
Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 50001 requires that 
or expanded non-disposal facility be identified in the applicable 
non-disposal Facility Element (NDFE) for the proposed 
Board's Office of Local Assistance (OLA) find that the 
conformance with the County's NDFE. 

Consistency with State Minimum Standards (SMS): 

the 

permit. 
proposed 

at the 
with 

through 

and 

following 
for the 

No. 
document 

side 
in 

81,000 

Sunday. 

on 
proposed 

Waste 
land use 

on September 

at the 

throughput 

the 

environmental 

location of any new 
jurisdiction's 
Staff of the 
permit is in 

facility with the 
the applicable state 

2004 were for issues 

determined the 

On January 27, 2005, Board staff conducted 
LEA and found that the facility operation 
minimum standards. 

was 

cited from 

14 CCR, 

the permit 
Waste 

10, 1998. 
acre site 

South 
within 

Monday 

proposed 

made 

the EIR. 
2500 tons 

an 

prepared 

State Clearinghouse 

a daily 

regarding 

the surrounding 

for 

the 

inspection 
consistent 

2000 

Report 
section 18221.6. 

the 
revision 

Facility Permit 

The 
on the south 
Watt Avenue 
a single 

through 

City Council 

Solid 

a finding 
the proposed 

The Planning 
per day 

of 

The 5 violations of the SMS the LEA 
related to litter, drainage, and vectors. 

TPR Completeness: 

Environmental 

document 
Station 

Board staff have reviewed the Transfer/Processing 
document meets the requirement of 

Issues 
City of Sacramento, acting as lead agency, 

(ED) for CEQA compliance for 
Transfer Processing Facility Solid 

Draft Environmental Impact Report, 
Sacramento Recycling Park, dated July 
transfer operation located on a 19.26 
Road between Florin Perkins Road and 
Sacramento. Operations will be located 
building and would be designed to handle 
day. Hours are listed as 6 a.m. to 5 p.m. 

The document was certified by the Sacramento 
The Local Enforcement Agency's findings 
facility are cited in Section 13.e. of the 
City of Sacramento made a finding that 
with facility operations. 

The Sacramento Planning Commission 
Environmental Impact Report was adequate 
project would not require a change to 
Special Use Permit P67-095 to allow 
information above, Board staff recommends 

No. 

of 

expansion 
Commission 

the proposed 

environmental 
Elder Creek Transfer 
34-AA-0033: 

1998012047 for the 
describes a 

of Elder Creek 
the City of 
square foot 
2,500 tons per 

October 20, 1998. 
project for this 

Facility Permit. The 
is compatible 

9, 2004 that the 
and that the 

modified 
facility. Based on the 

document cited above 
project for those as adequate for the Board's environmental evaluation 
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34-AA-0033 
Summary of Board Findings 

Accept-
able 

Unaccept-
able 

To Be 
Deter-
mined 

Not 
Applic-

able 

See Details Below

CIWMP Conformance (PRC 50001) √    1 

Consistency With State Minimum Standards √    2 

TPR Completeness √    3 

California Environmental Quality Act  √    B 

1. Conformance with County Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP):   
Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 50001 requires that the location of any new 
or expanded non-disposal facility be identified in the applicable jurisdiction’s 
non-disposal Facility Element (NDFE) for the proposed permit.  Staff of the 
Board’s Office of Local Assistance (OLA) find that the proposed permit is in 
conformance with the County’s NDFE.  

 
2. Consistency with State Minimum Standards (SMS):  

On January 27, 2005, Board staff conducted an inspection at the facility with the 
LEA and found that the facility operation was consistent with the applicable state 
minimum standards. 

 
The 5 violations of the SMS the LEA cited from 2000 through 2004 were for issues 
related to litter, drainage, and vectors.   

 
3.  TPR Completeness:

Board staff have reviewed the Transfer/Processing Report and determined the 
document meets the requirement of 14 CCR, section 18221.6.  

   
B. Environmental Issues 

The City of Sacramento, acting as lead agency, prepared the following environmental 
document (ED) for CEQA compliance for the permit revision for the Elder Creek Transfer 
Station Transfer Processing Facility Solid Waste Facility Permit No. 34-AA-0033: 
• Draft Environmental Impact Report, State Clearinghouse No. 1998012047 for the 

Sacramento Recycling Park, dated July 10, 1998. The document describes a 
transfer operation located on a 19.26 acre site on the south side of Elder Creek 
Road between Florin Perkins Road and South Watt Avenue in the City of 
Sacramento. Operations will be located within a single 81,000 square foot 
building and would be designed to handle a daily throughput of 2,500 tons per 
day. Hours are listed as 6 a.m. to 5 p.m. Monday through Sunday.  
 
The document was certified by the Sacramento City Council on October 20, 1998. 
The Local Enforcement Agency’s findings regarding the proposed project for this 
facility are cited in Section 13.e. of the proposed Solid Waste Facility Permit. The 
City of Sacramento made a finding that the surrounding land use is compatible 
with facility operations. 
 
The Sacramento Planning Commission made a finding on September 9, 2004 that the 
Environmental Impact Report was adequate for the proposed expansion and that the 
project would not require a change to the EIR. The Planning Commission modified 
Special Use Permit P67-095 to allow 2500 tons per day at the facility. Based on the 
information above, Board staff recommends the environmental document cited above 
as adequate for the Board's environmental evaluation of the proposed project for those 
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C.  

D.  

E.  

F.  

G.  

project activities which are within the 
required to be carried out or approved 

Program/Long Term Impacts 
Based on available information, staff is not 
this item. 

Stakeholder Impacts 
Based on available information, staff is not 
to this item. 

Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impact to the Board results from 

Legal Issues 
Based on available information, staff is not 

Environmental Justice 
Community Setting: 

Board's expertise and/or powers, or which 
by the Board. 

aware of any program impacts related 

aware of any stakeholder impacts related 

this item. 

aware of any legal issues related to this 

is primarily zoned for industrial and 
is currently undeveloped industrial zoned 

approximately 1000 feet from the 

of Census Tract 51.03 consists of 

are 

to 

item. 

site. 

the 

or 

raised 

The site is bounded to the south and west 
commercial/warehouses uses. On the east 
land with one non-residential zoned building 

According to the 2000 census, the population 
following: 

US Census Bureau Data Census 2000 — 
Race, Census Tract 51.03 
County of Sacramento, California 

All Ages 
Number Percent 

White 556 81 
Black or African American 12 1.7 

American Indian and Alaska Native 3 0.4 
Asian 73 10.6 

Native Hawaiian & Other Pacific Islander 16 2.3 
Some other race 0 0 

Two or more races 26 3.8 
Total Population 686 100 

19.5% of the population in Census Tract 
Latino. The median household income of 
$32,955 and approximately 14.7% of the 

Community Outreach: 

51.03 identify themselves as Hispanic 
the residents in the 2000 census was 

families were below the poverty level. 

hearing, according to the requirements 
in the Power Inn Road corridor was 

hearing it was identified that the permitted 
from the current permit. The existing 

traffic volumes for the facility. 

aware of any environmental justice issues 

On December 8, 2004, the LEA held a public 
of AB 1497. The LEA reported that traffic 
as an issue at the public hearing. At the 
vehicular traffic was not going to increase 
CEQA document addressed the current permitted 

Environmental Justice Issues: 
Based on available information, staff is not 
related to this project 
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project activities which are within the Board’s expertise and/or powers, or which are 
required to be carried out or approved by the Board. 
 

C. Program/Long Term Impacts 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any program impacts related to 
this item. 
 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any stakeholder impacts related 
to this item. 
 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impact to the Board results from this item. 
 

F. Legal Issues 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any legal issues related to this item. 
 

G. Environmental Justice 
Community Setting: 
The site is bounded to the south and west is primarily zoned for industrial and 
commercial/warehouses uses.  On the east is currently undeveloped industrial zoned 
land with one non-residential zoned building approximately 1000 feet from the site. 
 
According to the 2000 census, the population of Census Tract 51.03 consists of the 
following:  

All Ages US Census Bureau Data Census 2000 – 
Race, Census Tract 51.03 
County of  Sacramento, California 

Number Percent 

White 556 81 
Black or African American 12 1.7 

American Indian and Alaska Native 3 0.4 
Asian 73 10.6 

Native Hawaiian & Other Pacific Islander 16 2.3 
Some other race 0 0 

Two or more races 26 3.8 
Total Population 686 100 

19.5% of the population in Census Tract 51.03 identify themselves as Hispanic or 
Latino.  The median household income of the residents in the 2000 census was 
$32,955 and approximately 14.7% of the families were below the poverty level. 
 
Community Outreach: 
On December 8, 2004, the LEA held a public hearing, according to the requirements 
of AB 1497.  The LEA reported that traffic in the Power Inn Road corridor was raised 
as an issue at the public hearing.  At the hearing it was identified that the permitted 
vehicular traffic was not going to increase from the current permit.  The existing 
CEQA document addressed the current permitted traffic volumes for the facility.   

 
Environmental Justice Issues: 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any environmental justice issues 
related to this project 
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H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
Staff work on new or revised solid waste facility permits is completed as part of Goal 
4: Managing and mitigating the impacts of solid waste on public health and safety 
and the environment and promoting integrated and consistent permitting, inspection, 
and enforcement efforts. 

VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
This item does not require any Board fiscal action. 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1. Site Location Map 
2. Site Plan 
3. Proposed Permit Number. 34-AA-0033 
4. Resolution Number 2005-60 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff: Beatrice C. Poroli Phone: (916) 341-6411 
B. Legal Staff: Michael Bledsoe Phone: (916) 341-6058 
C. Administration Staff: None Phone: N/A 

IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION 
A. Support 

Staff had not received any written support at the time this item was submitted for 
publication. 

B. Opposition 
Staff has not received any written opposition at the time this item was submitted for 
publication. 
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H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
Staff work on new or revised solid waste facility permits is completed as part of Goal 
4:  Managing and mitigating the impacts of solid waste on public health and safety 
and the environment and promoting integrated and consistent permitting, inspection, 
and enforcement efforts. 
 

VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
This item does not require any Board fiscal action. 
 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1.  Site Location Map 
2.  Site Plan 
3.  Proposed Permit Number. 34-AA-0033 
4.  Resolution Number 2005-60 
 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff:  Beatrice C. Poroli Phone: (916) 341-6411  
B. Legal Staff:  Michael Bledsoe Phone:  (916) 341-6058 
C. Administration Staff:  None Phone:  N/A 

 
IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION  

A. Support 
Staff had not received any written support at the time this item was submitted for 
publication. 

B. Opposition 
Staff has not received any written opposition at the time this item was submitted for 
publication. 
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT 
Facility Number: 

34-AA-0033 

1. Name and Street Address of Facility: 

Elder Creek Transfer Station 
8642 Elder Creek Rd. 
Sacramento, CA 95828 

2. Name and Mailing Address of Operator: 

Allied Waste Industries AKA BFI 
8642 Elder Creek Rd. 
Sacramento, CA 95828 

3. Name and Mailing Address of Owner: 

Allied Waste Industries 
15880 N. Green-Hayden Loop, 
Suite 100 
Scottsdale, AZ 85260 

4. Specifications: 

a. Permitted Operations: i_._i  1-1 Solid Waste Disposal Site l=1 Transformation Facility 

Ii Transfer/Processing Facility 
(:) Other 

0 Composting Facility 

b. Permitted Hours of Operation: Waste Acceptance: 6:00 am to 5:00 pm Mon through Friday, 8:00 am to 5:00 pm Sat and Sun. 

Waste Processing: 24 hours per day, 7 days per week. 

c. Permitted Maximum Tonnage: 2500 Tons per day. 

d. Permitted Traffic Volume: 1007 Vehicles per day 

e. Key Design Parameters (Detailed parameters are shown on site plans bearing EA and CIWMB validations): 

Total Disposal Transfer/Processing Composting Transformation 

Permitted Area (in acres) 19.26 Na 19.26 n/a n/a 

Design Capacity (tpd) .. ..  rr' 'I"' • Na 2500 tpd aNa 

Max. Elevation (Ft. MSL) 
—4. x• ,,i,i. 

.' Na 

Max. Depth (Ft. MSL) ,-, 4 . Na 

Estimated Closure Year 'il...4 .: ..:, n/a ......s. - . ... . 

Upon a significant change in design or operation from that described herein, this permit is subject to revocation or suspension. The attached 
permit findings and conditions are integral parts of this permit and supersede the conditions of any previously issued solid waste facility permit. 

5. Approval: 

Approving Officer Signature 
Steve Kalvelage, REHS, 
Supervising Environmental Health Specialist 

6. Enforcement Agency Name and Address: 

Sacramento County Environmental Management Department 

8475 Jackson Rd. Suite 240 

Sacramento, CA 95826 

7. Date Received by CIWMB: 
FEB 0 2 2005 

8. CIWMB Concurrence Date: 

9. Permit Issued Date: 10. Permit Review Due Date: 11. Owner/Operator Transfer Date: 

Elder Creek Transfer Station Page 1 of 5 
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Facility Number: 

SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT 34-AA-0033 

12. Legal Description of Facility: • 
The legal description is identified on Site Map A-I in the Transfer Processing Report (TPR) dated January 26, 2005. 8642 Elder 
Creek Rd, Sacramento, CA specifically Assessor Parcel Number 064-0020-008. 

13. Findings: 

a. This permit is consistent with the Sacramento County Integrated Waste Management Plan, which was approved by the CIWMB 
on May 27, 1998. The location of the facility is identified in the Non Disposal Element for the City of Sacramento, which was 
approved by the CIWMB on March 23, 1999 pursuant to Public Resources Code (PRC), Section 50001(a). 

b. This permit is consistent with the standards adopted by the CIWMB, pursuant to PRC 44010. 

c. The design and operation of the facility is consistent with the State Minimum Standards for Solid Waste Handling and Disposal as 
determined by the Enforcement Agency, pursuant to PRC 44009. 

d. The Sacramento City Fire Department has determined that the facility is in conformance with applicable fire standards, pursuant 
to PRC, 44151. 

e. An EIR was filed with the State Clearinghouse (SCH #98012047) and certified by the Sacramento City Council on October 20, 
1998. The EIR describes and supports the design and operation which will be authorized by the issuance of this permit. A Notice 
of Determination was filed with the State Clearinghouse on October 20. 1998. 

f. The City of Sacramento through the approval of Special Use Permit P97-095 on October 20, 1998, has made a written finding 
that the surrounding land use is compatible with the facility operations pursuant to PRC50000.5(b) 

g. The City of Sacramento through the approval of the Special Use Permit P97-095 on October 20, 1998 has adopted a mitigation 
and monitoring plan pursuant to PRC 21081.6 

h. The Sacramento Planning Commission made a finding of fact on September 9, 2004 that the Environmental Impact Report for Cal 
Waste's Sacramento Recycling Park (SCH#98012047) was adequate for the proposed expansion and that the project would not 
require a change to the EIR. The Planning Commission modified Special Use Permit P97-095 to allow 2500 tons per day. 

i. On December 8, 2004 the Sacramento County Local Enforcement Agency held a Public Hearing pursuant to the provisions of AB 
1497, Public Resources Code 44004 (h). 

14. Prohibitions: 
The permittee is prohibited from accepting any liquid waste, non-hazardous wastes requiring special handling not identified in the 
TPR, designated waste or hazardous waste unless such waste is specifically listed below, and unless the acceptance of such waste is 
authorized by all applicable permits. 

• Exempt from this prohibition are the following recyclable household hazardous waste: 1) used motor oil; 2) motor oil 
filters. 

The permitter: is additional prohibited from the following items: 1) Open burning; 2) Public scavenging; 3) Sewage sludge; 4) 
Medical Waste. 

15. The following documents describe and/or restrict the operation of this facility: 

Date Date 

Transfer Processing Report 1/05 
EIR (SCH #98012047) 
Planning Commission Finding of Fact 

10/98 
9/04 

Storm Water Permit (SWRCB) Annual 8/04 
Special Use Permit 10/98 
Modification to SUP 9/9/04 

Elder Creek Transfer Station Page 2 of 5 
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Facility Number: 

SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT 34-AA-0033 

16. Self Monitoring: — 

The owner/operator shall submit the results of all self monitoring programs to the Enforcement Agency within 30 days of the end 
of the reporting period (for example, 1st quarter is January — March, the report is due by April 30, etc.) 

Program Reporting Frequency 

a. Daily weights/volume records showing the amount of all materials including separated and 
commingled recyclables received by the facility and removed from the facility in tons per 
day. 

Quarterly 

b.  

c.  

Log the daily quantity of recycled materials (i.e. curbside pick-up, metals, and appliances) 
and diverted materials (i.e. gypsum, wood waste and green waste) stored on site. 

The daily and monthly total of the number and types of vehicles utilizing the facility. 

Quarterly 

Quarterly 

d.  Summary of the daily log of special occurrences. i.e. accidents, fires, explosions, hazardous Quarterly 
waste incidents, public nuisances, unscheduled shutdowns, etc. and the operator's action in 
response to the event. 

e.  Results of the hazardous waste load checking program, including the quantities and types of Quarterly 

f.  

hazardous wastes, medical wastes or otherwise prohibited wastes found in the waste stream 
and the disposition of these materials. 

Logs and reports of all employee and customer injuries. Quarterly 

g.  Copies of all written complaints regarding this facility and the operator's actions taken to 
resolve these complaints. 

Quarterly 

h.  An employee training log with dates of training and course descriptions. This shall be Copies submitted upon request 
maintained and kept current. by the LEA 

i.  An application for revision of a Solid Waste Facility Permit. 180 days prior to making a 
change. 

All records must be maintained on site for review by the LEA during an inspection. 

Elder Creek Transfer Station Page 3 of 5 
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Facility Number: 

SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT 34-AA-0033 

17. Enforcement Agency (EA) Conditions: 

a.  The operator shall comply with all federal, state, and local enactments including any mitigation measures given in the certified 
environmental document filed pursuant to the Public Resources Code, Section 21081.6 and subsequent amendments. 

b.  The operator shall comply with all State Minimum Standards for solid waste handling and disposal as specified in Title 14 California 
Code of Regulations. 

c.  The operator shall maintain a daily log of speciallunusual occurrences. This log shall include, but is not limited to. fires, explosions, 
the discharge and disposition of hazardous or unpermitted wastes, and significant injuries, accidents or property damage. Each log 
entry shall be accompanied by a summary of any actions taken by the operator to mitigate the occurrence. The log shall be available 
to site personnel and LEA at all times. 

d.  The facility is permitted to receive non-hazardous municipal solid waste. This includes residential, commercial, industrial, and self- 
haul, as well as source-separated materials from curbside collection programs, commercial recycling programs, separate yard waste 
collection or other programs identified in the TPR. No designated, special, medical or hazardous wastes shall be accepted. The 
Hazardous Waste Load-Checking Program as described in the TPR shall be implemented to insure this condition. 

e.  All activities including the stored material shall be handled in a manner that will prevent the attraction, breeding, and harborage of 
vectors and/or cause a public nuisance. 

f.  All green waste shall be processed and used or removed within 48 hours of its receipt at the facility. If green waste cannot be 
processed and used or removed within 48 hours the green waste shall be diverted from the facility to another permitted 
facility/operation until such time that all green waste can be processed and used or removed within 48 hours. 

g.  The facility shall implement and maintain the site-specific odor impact minimization plan as defined in the TPR. 

h.  The operator shall notify the LEA within one day the response to all written complaints regarding the facility. The operator shall 
notify the LEA by telephone within 24 hours of all incidents requiring the implementation of emergency procedures. 

i.  Additional information concerning the design and operation of the facility shall be furnished upon request and within the time frame 
specified by the LEA. 

j.  The maximum permitted daily tonnage of all waste and materials for this facility is 2500 tons per day, and shall not receive more than 
this amount without a revision of this permit. The maximum storage time for recyclable materials is 30 days. 

k.  The operator shall comply with all requirements of applicable laws pertaining to employee's health and safety. The operator shall 
ensure that a comprehensive site safety evaluation is conducted at this facility and shall maintain a written employee injury and illness 
prevention plan (IIPP) on site that meets all provisions of the California Code of Regulations, Title 8 Section 3203. This document 
must be available to all personnel, LEA and other regulatory agencies upon request. 

I. Records of employee training for health and safety, operation, and maintenance of the site shall be maintained on site and must be 
available for inspection by the LEA and/or other duly authorized regulatory agency. 

m.  The LEA reserves the right to request and receive from the owner/operator any information that it deems necessary to conduct an 
inspection or to review and/or write a Solid Waste Facility permit. 

n.  This permit is subject to review by the LEA and may be suspended, revoked, or revised at any time for sufficient cause. 

o.  The LEA reserves the right to suspend or modify waste receiving and handling operations when deemed necessary due to an 
emergency, a potential health hazard, or the creation of a public nuisance. 

continued next page 
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Continued 17. Enforcement Agency (EA) Conditions : 

p. Any change that would cause the design or operation of the facility not to conform to the terms and conditions of this permit is 
prohibited. Such a change may be considered a significant change, requiring a permit revision. In no case shall the operator 
implement any change without first submitting a written notice of proposed change, in the form of a TPR amendment, to the 
at least 180 days in advance of the change. 

q. Any change to the owner/operator of the facility would require that the LEA he notified 45 days to the change 

r. A copy of this permit shall be maintained at the facility. 

LEA 

Elder Creek Transfer Station Page 5 of 5 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-60 

Consideration Of A Revised Full Solid Waste Facilities Permit (Transfer/Processing Station) For 
The Elder Creek Transfer Station, Sacramento County 

WHEREAS, the Sacramento County Environmental Management Department, acting as the Local 
Enforcement Agency (LEA), has submitted to the Board for its review and concurrence with, or objection to, 
a revised full Solid Waste Facilities Permit for the Elder Creek Transfer Station; and 

WHEREAS, the proposed permit will allow an increase in daily tonnage from 2,000 to 2,500 tons per day; 
and 

WHEREAS, the City of Sacramento, acting as lead agency, prepared and certified on October 20, 1998 an 
Environmental Impact Report, (EIR) (SCH# 1998012047) to comply with the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); and 

WHEREAS, the LEA has certified that the application package is complete and correct and that the 
proposed revised permit is supported by the existing CEQA documentation; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the proposed permit is in compliance with CEQA, and 

WHEREAS, the Board staff have evaluated the proposed permit for consistency with the standards adopted 
by the Board; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that all state and local requirements for the proposed permit have been met, 
and the proposed revised permit is consistent with the standards that have been adopted by the Board; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
concurs with the issuance of Solid Waste Facilities Permit No. 34-AA-0033. 

CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly adopted 
at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005 

Dated: 

Mark Leary 
Executive Director 

Page (2005-60) 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-60 

Consideration Of A Revised Full Solid Waste Facilities Permit (Transfer/Processing Station) For 
The Elder Creek Transfer Station, Sacramento County 
 
WHEREAS, the Sacramento County Environmental Management Department, acting as the Local 
Enforcement Agency (LEA), has submitted to the Board for its review and concurrence with, or objection to, 
a revised full Solid Waste Facilities Permit for the Elder Creek Transfer Station; and 
 
WHEREAS, the proposed permit will allow an increase in daily tonnage from 2,000 to 2,500 tons per day; 
and 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Sacramento, acting as lead agency, prepared and certified on October 20, 1998 an 
Environmental Impact Report, (EIR) (SCH# 1998012047) to comply with the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQΑ); and 
 
WHEREAS, the LEA has certified that the application package is complete and correct and that the 
proposed revised permit is supported by the existing CEQA documentation; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Board finds that the proposed permit is in compliance with CEQA, and 
 
WHEREAS, the Board staff have evaluated the proposed permit for consistency with the standards adopted 
by the Board; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Board finds that all state and local requirements for the proposed permit have been met, 
and the proposed revised permit is consistent with the standards that have been adopted by the Board; and  
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
concurs with the issuance of Solid Waste Facilities Permit No. 34-AA-0033. 

 
CERTIFICATION 

 
The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly adopted 
at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005 
 
Dated:   
 
 
 
Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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AGENDA ITEM 28 (Revised) 
ITEM 
Consideration Of A Revised Full Solid Waste Facilities Permit (Disposal Facility) For The Crazy 
Horse Sanitary Landfill, Monterey County 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
1. This item requests Board concurrence on the revision of the Crazy Horse Sanitary 

Landfill solid waste facilities permit. 
2. Pursuant to Public Resources Code, Section 44009, the Board has 60 calendar days to 

concur in or object to the issuance of a full solid waste facilities permit. The proposed 
permit for this facility was received February 7, 2005. The date for submittal of a 
proposed permit that would allow 60 days for Board review prior to the March Board 
meeting was January 15, 2005. The Board has until April 8, 2005 to act on this permit. 
When the proposed permit package was received, the package contained all of the items 
required in Title 27, CCR, Section 21685. 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
• The Board last concurred with a revised permit for the facility in 20023. 
• Compliance History: 

2000 — Seven State Minimum Standards (SMS) violations, seven permit violations 
2001 — Seven SMS violations, fourteen permit violations 
2002 — Four SMS violations, one permit violations 
2003 — No violations 
2004 — One SMS violation, three permit violations 

The nineteen violations of the State Minimum Standard (SMS) from 2000 through 2004 
and the twenty-five permit violations are explained in the Consistency with the SMS 
portion of the agenda item. 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
The Board may decide to do one of the following: 
1. Concur in the issuance of the proposed permit as submitted by the LEA. 
2. Object to the issuance of the proposed permit as submitted by the LEA. 
3. Take no action on the proposed permit as submitted by the LEA. If the Board 

chooses this option, the Board shall be deemed to have concurred in the issuance of 
the proposed permit 60 days after the Board's receipt of the permit. 

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommend option 1, concurrence with the issuance of the proposed permit. 

V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 
Facility Name: Crazy Horse Sanitary Landfill 

Facility No. 27-AA-0007 
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AGENDA ITEM 28 (Revised)  

ITEM 
Consideration Of A Revised Full Solid Waste Facilities Permit (Disposal Facility) For The Crazy 
Horse Sanitary Landfill, Monterey County 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
1. This item requests Board concurrence on the revision of the Crazy Horse Sanitary 

Landfill solid waste facilities permit. 
2. Pursuant to Public Resources Code, Section 44009, the Board has 60 calendar days to 

concur in or object to the issuance of a full solid waste facilities permit. The proposed 
permit for this facility was received February 7, 2005.  The date for submittal of a 
proposed permit that would allow 60 days for Board review prior to the March Board 
meeting was January 15, 2005.  The Board has until April 8, 2005 to act on this permit.  
When the proposed permit package was received, the package contained all of the items 
required in Title 27, CCR, Section 21685. 

 
II. ITEM HISTORY 

• The Board last concurred with a revised permit for the facility in 20023.   
• Compliance History:  

2000 – Seven State Minimum Standards (SMS) violations, seven permit violations 
2001 – Seven SMS violations, fourteen permit violations 
2002 – Four SMS violations, one permit violations 
2003 – No violations  
2004 – One SMS violation, three permit violations  
 

The nineteen violations of the State Minimum Standard (SMS) from 2000 through 2004 
and the twenty-five permit violations are explained in the Consistency with the SMS 
portion of the agenda item. 
 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
The Board may decide to do one of the following: 
1. Concur in the issuance of the proposed permit as submitted by the LEA. 
2. Object to the issuance of the proposed permit as submitted by the LEA. 
3. Take no action on the proposed permit as submitted by the LEA.  If the Board 

chooses this option, the Board shall be deemed to have concurred in the issuance of 
the proposed permit 60 days after the Board’s receipt of the permit. 

 
IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommend option 1, concurrence with the issuance of the proposed permit. 
 

V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 
Facility Name:  Crazy Horse Sanitary Landfill  

Facility No. 27-AA-0007 
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Facility Type: Existing Class III Sanitary Landfill 

Location: 350 Crazy Horse Canyon Road, 
Salinas, CA 

Setting: Surrounding property is zoned Rural Density Residential 

Operational Status: Permitted, active 

Permitted Maximum 
Tonnage: 900 tons per day 

Proposed Maximum 1,400 tons per day 
Tonnage: 

Current Permitted Receipt of waste: 84)0 7:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m., Monday through 
Satufday Sunday and 8:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m., Saturday 

Hours of Operation Operating: 74)0 6:00 &AO 6:00 Monday through a.m. p.m., 
Satufday Sunday 

Proposed Permitted Receipt of waste: 7:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday 
Hours of Operation: 8:00 4:00 Saturday 24 hours for and a.m. - p.m. and access access 

on public holidays for franchise haulers 
Operating hours: 6:00 a.m. - 6:00 p.m., Monday through Sunday 

Current Permitted 
Area: 160 acres, with 72-acre disposal area 

Current Permitted 
Elevation: 605 Feet Mean Sea Level 

Proposed Permitted 
Elevation: 635 Feet Mean Sea Level 

Current Remaining 0.45 million cubic yards as of 
Capacity: January 2002 

Proposed Remaining 1.31 million cubic yards as of 
Capacity: March 2004 

Current Traffic 
Volume: 538 vehicles per day 

Current Estimated 
Closure Period: November-2404May 2006 

Proposed Estimated 
Closure Period: March 2009 
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Facility Type:  Existing Class III Sanitary Landfill 
 
Location:  350 Crazy Horse Canyon Road,  
   Salinas, CA 

 
Setting: Surrounding property is zoned Rural Density Residential 
 
Operational Status: Permitted, active  
 
Permitted Maximum   
Tonnage: 900 tons per day  
 
Proposed Maximum  1,400 tons per day  
Tonnage:  
 
Current Permitted Receipt of waste: 8:00 7:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m., Monday through 

Saturday Sunday and 8:00 a.m. – 4:00 p.m., Saturday   
Hours of Operation Operating:  7:00 6:00 a.m.-5:00 6:00 p.m., Monday through 

Saturday Sunday 
 
Proposed Permitted Receipt of waste: 7:00 a.m. - 4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday  
Hours of Operation:    and 8:00 a.m. – 4:00 p.m. Saturday and 24 hours access for access 

on public holidays for franchise haulers  
 Operating hours:  6:00 a.m. – 6:00 p.m., Monday through Sunday 
 
Current Permitted  
Area: 160 acres, with 72-acre disposal area 
 
Current Permitted 
Elevation: 605 Feet Mean Sea Level 
 
Proposed Permitted 
Elevation: 635 Feet Mean Sea Level 
 
Current Remaining 0.45 million cubic yards as of  
Capacity: January 2002  
 
Proposed Remaining 1.31 million cubic yards as of  
Capacity: March 2004  
 
Current Traffic 
Volume: 538 vehicles per day  
 
Current Estimated 
Closure Period: November 2004May 2006 

 
Proposed Estimated 
Closure Period: March 2009 
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Owner/Operator: Mr. Stephen T. Johnson, General 
Manager 
Salinas Valley Solid Waste Authority 

LEA: Mr. Allen J. Stroh, Director 
Monterey County Environmental Health 

Background 
on 160-acre 
north of 

of a ten 

Plan 
and treatment 

following 
mean 

from 0.45 
the landfill 

tons per 

permit is 

review 

parcel west 
Salinas in Northern 

communities 

of, and adjacent 

within 
1 fill 

located 
as 

active 

active fill 

million 

module 
area 

primarily 
implemented 

The 

Monterey 
to, 

County. 
Monterey 

area and 
on the 

a burn dump 
and the module 

fill area 

area: 

cubic yards; 

permit 

27, CCR, 

and is supported 

the 

The Crazy Horse Sanitary Landfill is located 
Crazy Horse Road, approximately nine miles 
The landfill serves the City of Salinas and unincorporated 
County. The landfill is separated into two refuse 
active fill area. The closed Module 1 consists 
southeastern portion of the property. The closed 
from 1934 until about 1966. A corrective Action 
has final cover and a ground water extraction 
consists of approximately 74 acres and is being 

Key Issues 

areas; 

module 

developed 

the closed 
-acre unlined 

was used 
has been 

in five 

changes 
sea level; 

million to 

system. 
phases. 

in the 

1.31 
2004 

tons 

provided: 

of Title 

with 

of the 

The proposed revised permit is to allow the 
• Increase the elevation from 605 to 635 feet 
• Extend the hours of operations; 
• Change the remaining disposal capacity 
• Change the estimate of the closure year for 
• Change the maximum tonnage from 900 

Findings The following LEA certification and staff analysis 

and correct; 
the requirements 

from 
day to 1400 

are 

consistent 

and analysis 

to 2009; 
per day. 

proposed 

LEA Certification: 
• The permit application package is complete 
• The Joint Technical Document (JTD) meets 

Section 21600; and 
• The proposed revised solid waste facility 

by the existing CEQA analysis. 

Staff Analysis: 
The following table summarizes Board staffs 
application package: 

27-AA-0007 

Summary of Board Findings 

Accept- 
able 

Unaccept- 
able 

To Be 
Deter- 
mined 

Not 
Applic- 

able 

See Details 
Below 

CIWMP Conformance (PRC 50001) A/ 1 

Consistency With State Minimum Standards '\I 2 

RFI Completeness '\i 

California Environmental Quality Act '\I B 

Preliminary Closure/Post-Closure Maintenance Plan '\i 3 

Funding for Closure/Post-Closure Maintenance '\I 4 

Operating Liability '\I 4 
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Owner/Operator: Mr. Stephen T. Johnson, General  
   Manager   

Salinas Valley Solid Waste Authority  
LEA:   Mr. Allen J. Stroh, Director 

Monterey County Environmental Health 
 

Background 
The Crazy Horse Sanitary Landfill is located on 160-acre parcel west of, and adjacent to, 
Crazy Horse Road, approximately nine miles north of Salinas in Northern Monterey County.  
The landfill serves the City of Salinas and unincorporated communities within Monterey 
County.   The landfill is separated into two refuse areas; the closed module 1 fill area and the 
active fill area.  The closed Module 1 consists of a ten-acre unlined area located on the 
southeastern portion of the property.  The closed module was used primarily as a burn dump 
from 1934 until about 1966.  A corrective Action Plan has been implemented and the module 
has final cover and a ground water extraction and treatment system.  The active fill area 
consists of approximately 74 acres and is being developed in five phases.   
 
Key Issues 
The proposed revised permit is to allow the following changes in the active fill area: 
• Increase the elevation from 605 to 635 feet mean sea level; 
• Extend the hours of operations; 
• Change the remaining disposal capacity from 0.45 million to 1.31 million cubic yards; 
• Change the estimate of the closure year for the landfill from 2004 to 2009; 
• Change the maximum tonnage from 900 tons per day to 1400 tons per day. 
 
Findings The following LEA certification and staff analysis are provided: 
LEA Certification: 
• The permit application package is complete and correct;  
• The Joint Technical Document (JTD) meets the requirements of Title 27, CCR, 

Section 21600; and  
• The proposed revised solid waste facility permit is consistent with and is supported 

by the existing CEQA analysis.  
 

 Staff Analysis:  
The following table summarizes Board staff's review and analysis of the proposed permit 
application package: 
 

27-AA-0007 
Summary of Board Findings 

Accept-
able 

Unaccept-
able 

To Be 
Deter-
mined 

Not 
Applic-

able 

See Details 
Below 

CIWMP Conformance (PRC 50001) √    1 

Consistency With State Minimum Standards √    2 

RFI Completeness √     

California Environmental Quality Act  √    B 

Preliminary Closure/Post-Closure Maintenance Plan √    3 

Funding for Closure/Post-Closure Maintenance √    4 

Operating Liability √    4 
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B. 

1.  

2.  

3.  

4.  

1. 

Conformance with County Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP): 
Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 50001 requires that the location of any new 
or expanded disposal facility be identified in the Countywide Siting Element 
(CSE). The location of the Crazy Horse Sanitary landfill is identified in the 
County's Multi-Jurisdictional CSE. The Office of local Assistance staff therefore 
finds the proposed permit to be in conformance with the County's CSE. 

Consistency with State Minimum Standards: 
Board staff conducted an inspection at the facility on September 28, 2004 and 
found that the design and operations of the facility were consistent with the 
applicable State Minimum Standards (SMS). However, one permit violation was 
noted for exceeding the permitted tonnage limits 

The nineteen violations of the State Minimum Standards (SMS) the LEA cited in 
2000 through 2004 were for issues related to explosive gas control, roads, 
disposal records , and daily and intermediate cover applications. A gas extraction 
system was installed in 2000; however, in 2002 there were electrical problems 
with the system, which have since been corrected. The twenty-five permit 
violations the LEA cited from 2000 through 2003 were for the issues having to do 
with the operator exceeding its traffic limits On March 2002, the permit was 
revised to change the traffic limits and no traffic violations have been cited since. 
The three permit violations the LEA cited in 2004 were for the issues having to 
do with the operator exceeding its permitted maximum daily tonnage. As a result, 
the operator has reduced the amount of out-of-county waste received, which 
helped maintain the permitted limits and correct the violation. 

Closure and Postclosure Maintenance Plan: Staff of the Board's Remediation, 
Closure & Technical Service Branch have determined that the Preliminary 
Closure/Postclosure Maintenance Plan is consistent with State Minimum 
Standards per 27 CCR, Section 21685 (b)(5). 

Financial Assurances & Operating Liability: Board staff of the Financial Assurance 

Environmental 

Section has found that, based on the updated information received from the Salinas 
Valley Solid Waste Authority (SVSWA) for the capacity and fund balance 
calculations for the Crazy Horse Sanitary Landfill, the closure fund is now 
adequately funded. The SVSWA has provided a pledge of revenue agreement as an 
acceptable demonstration for the costs of postclosure maintenance. In addition, an 
acceptable Certificate of Self-Insurance and Risk Management is on file for the 
required financial responsibility demonstration for operating liability claims. Based 
on the fund balance and capacity information submitted by the SVSWA, the 
financial assurance demonstrations meet all the requirements at this time. 

Issues 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
State law requires compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
either through the preparation, circulation and adoption/certification of an 
environmental document and mitigation reporting or monitoring program or by 
determining that the proposal is categorically or statutorily exempt. 
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1. Conformance with County Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP):   

Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 50001 requires that the location of any new 
or expanded disposal facility be identified in the Countywide Siting Element 
(CSE).   The location of the Crazy Horse Sanitary landfill is identified in the 
County’s Multi-Jurisdictional CSE.  The Office of local Assistance staff therefore 
finds the proposed permit to be in conformance with the County’s CSE. 

 
2. Consistency with State Minimum Standards:  

Board staff conducted an inspection at the facility on September 28, 2004 and 
found that the design and operations of the facility were consistent with the 
applicable State Minimum Standards (SMS).  However, one permit violation was 
noted for exceeding the permitted tonnage limits.   

 
The nineteen violations of the State Minimum Standards (SMS) the LEA cited in 
2000 through 2004 were for issues related to explosive gas control, roads, 
disposal records , and daily and intermediate cover applications.  A gas extraction 
system was installed in 2000; however, in 2002 there were electrical problems 
with the system, which have since been corrected.    The twenty-five permit 
violations the LEA cited from 2000 through 2003 were for the issues having to do 
with the operator exceeding its traffic limits.  On March 2002, the permit was 
revised to change the traffic limits and no traffic violations have been cited since.  
The three permit violations the LEA cited in 2004 were for the issues having to 
do with the operator exceeding its permitted maximum daily tonnage.  As a result, 
the operator has reduced the amount of out-of-county waste received, which 
helped maintain the permitted limits and correct the violation. 

 
3. Closure and Postclosure Maintenance Plan: Staff of the Board’s Remediation, 

Closure & Technical Service Branch have determined that the Preliminary 
Closure/Postclosure Maintenance Plan is consistent with State Minimum 
Standards per 27 CCR, Section 21685 (b)(5). 

 
4. Financial Assurances & Operating Liability: Board staff of the Financial Assurance 

Section has found that, based on the updated information received from the Salinas 
Valley Solid Waste Authority (SVSWA) for the capacity and fund balance 
calculations for the Crazy Horse Sanitary Landfill, the closure fund is now 
adequately funded.  The SVSWA has provided a pledge of revenue agreement as an 
acceptable demonstration for the costs of postclosure maintenance.  In addition, an 
acceptable Certificate of Self-Insurance and Risk Management is on file for the 
required financial responsibility demonstration for operating liability claims. Based 
on the fund balance and capacity information submitted by the SVSWA, the 
financial assurance demonstrations meet all the requirements at this time. 

   
B. Environmental Issues 

1. California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
State law requires compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
either through the preparation, circulation and adoption/certification of an 
environmental document and mitigation reporting or monitoring program or by 
determining that the proposal is categorically or statutorily exempt. 
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The SVSWA, acting as Lead Agency, prepared the following environmental 
documents for the Crazy Horse Sanitary Landfill: 

A Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) State Clearinghouse No. 2000021027 
was filed with the State Clearinghouse (SCH) for a public review period from March 
21, 2002 through July 1, 2002. The Salinas Valley Solid Waste Authority (SVSWA) 
certified the DEIR in October 2002. Proposed changes to design and operation at the 
Crazy Horse Landfill were evaluated in the DEIR including changes to equipment 
operating hours (6:00 AM to 6:00 PM) Monday through Sunday, waste acceptance 
(7:00 AM to 4:00 PM) Monday through Saturday, and an increase in elevation to 635 
feet mean sea level. The Notice of Determination was filed on November 22, 2002. 
Technical Addendums were completed for the following: 

o Hours of operation - February 2002 
o Out-of-county waste - July 10, 2002 
o Increased tonnage - April 15, 2004. 

The Local Enforcement Agency has stipulated a condition in the permit [17 (h)] 
that the maximum permitted daily tonnage for this facility will not exceed 1400 
tons per day, and that the facility shall not receive more than this amount without 
a revision of this permit. In addition, in order to reduce NOx emissions to 
acceptable levels, the grinder and/or the trammel screen run time will be reduced 
to only operate 4 hours each day. 

Board staff recommends the environmental documents cited above as adequate 
for the Board's environmental evaluation of the proposed project for those project 
activities which are within the Board's expertise and/or powers, or which are 
required to be carried out or approved by the Board. 

2. Staff is not aware of any impact regarding other state agencies, or cross-media 
impacts related to this item. 

C. Program/Long Term Impacts 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any program or long-term 
impacts related to this item. 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any stakeholder impacts related 
to this item. 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impact to the Board results from this item. 

F. Legal Issues 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any legal issues related to this item. 

G. Environmental Justice 
Community Setting: 
Land uses surrounding the landfill are zoned rural density residential. Adjacent land 
uses include cattle grazing and residential uses. The nearest residences are located 

Page 28 (Revised) -5 

Board Meeting Agenda Item-28 (Revised) 
March 15-16, 2005  
 

Page 28 (Revised) -5 

 
The SVSWA, acting as Lead Agency, prepared the following environmental 
documents for the Crazy Horse Sanitary Landfill: 
 
A Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) State Clearinghouse No. 2000021027 
was filed with the State Clearinghouse (SCH) for a public review period from March 
21, 2002 through July 1, 2002. The Salinas Valley Solid Waste Authority (SVSWA) 
certified the DEIR in October 2002. Proposed changes to design and operation at the 
Crazy Horse Landfill were evaluated in the DEIR including changes to equipment 
operating hours (6:00 AM to 6:00 PM) Monday through Sunday, waste acceptance 
(7:00 AM to 4:00 PM) Monday through Saturday, and an increase in elevation to 635 
feet mean sea level. The Notice of Determination was filed on November 22, 2002.  
Technical Addendums were completed for the following:  

o Hours of operation - February 2002 
o Out-of-county waste - July 10, 2002 
o Increased tonnage - April 15, 2004. 

 
The Local Enforcement Agency has stipulated a condition in the permit [17 (h)] 
that the maximum permitted daily tonnage for this facility will not exceed 1400 
tons per day, and that the facility shall not receive more than this amount without 
a revision of this permit.  In addition, in order to reduce NOx emissions to 
acceptable levels, the grinder and/or the trammel screen run time will be reduced 
to only operate 4 hours each day. 
 
Board staff recommends the environmental documents cited above as adequate 
for the Board's environmental evaluation of the proposed project for those project 
activities which are within the Board’s expertise and/or powers, or which are 
required to be carried out or approved by the Board. 
 

2.  Staff is not aware of any impact regarding other state agencies, or cross-media 
impacts related to this item. 

 
C. Program/Long Term Impacts 

Based on available information, staff is not aware of any program or long-term 
impacts related to this item. 
 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any stakeholder impacts related 
to this item. 
 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impact to the Board results from this item. 
 

F. Legal Issues 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any legal issues related to this item. 
 

G. Environmental Justice 
Community Setting: 
Land uses surrounding the landfill are zoned rural density residential.  Adjacent land 
uses include cattle grazing and residential uses.  The nearest residences are located 
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H. 

VI. FUNDING 
This 

1.  
2.  
3.  
4.  

VIII. STAFF 
A.  
B.  
C.  

approximately 560 feet from the landfill on the northwest and approximately 360 
from the landfill on southeast. Crazy Horse Sanitary Landfill is located in Census 
105.01 in the 2000 U.S. Census Bureau Database for Monterey County. According 
the 2000 census, the population of Census Tract 105.01 consists of the following: 

feet 
Tract 

to 

the 

water, 

Goal 4: 
and the 

US Census Bureau Data Census 2000 — 
Race, Census Tract 105.01 
County of Monterey, California 

All Ages 
Number Percent 

White 5735 90.6 
Black or African American 68 1.1 

American Indian and Alaska Native 34 0.5 
Asian 246 3.9 

Native Hawaiian & Other Pacific Islander 8 0.1 
Some other race 5 0.1 

Two or more races 237 3.7 
Total Population 6,333 100 

About 24.9% of the population in Census 
or Latino. The median household income 
$72,352 and approximately 3.9% of the families 

Community Outreach: 

Tract 105.01 identify 
of the residents 

were below 

public hearing, according 
following comments 

themselves as Hispanic 
in the 2000 census was 

the poverty level. 

to the requirements 
were received during 

the roads, date of closure, 
runoff onto the ground 
determined that concerns 

environmental justice issues 

is completed as part of 
health and safety 

inspection, and 

Phone: (916) 341-6411 
Phone: (916) 341-6058 
Phone: N/A 

On November 29, 2004, the LEA held a 
of AB 1497. The LEA reported that the 
hearing: Concerns pertaining to birds (sea 
noise, dust, odor, receipt of out-of-county 
increase in height, tonnage, and traffic increase. 
raised are addressed in the JTD or as a condition 

Environmental Justice Issues: 

gulls), litter on 
waste, effects of 

The LEA 
in the permit. 

aware of any 

facility permits 
solid waste on public 

consistent permitting, 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 

Based on available information, staff is not 
related to this project. 

2001 Strategic Plan 
Staff work on new or revised solid waste 
Managing and mitigating the impacts of 
environment and promoting integrated and 
enforcement efforts. 

INFORMATION 
item does not require any Board fiscal action. 

Site Location Map 
Site Plan 
Proposed Permit Number 27-AA-0007 
Resolution Number 2005-61 

RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
Program Staff: Beatrice C. Poroli 
Legal Staff: Michael Bledsoe 
Administration Staff: None 
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approximately 560 feet from the landfill on the northwest and approximately 360 feet 
from the landfill on southeast.  Crazy Horse Sanitary Landfill is located in Census Tract 
105.01 in the 2000 U.S. Census Bureau Database for Monterey County.  According to 
the 2000 census, the population of Census Tract 105.01 consists of the following:   

All Ages US Census Bureau Data Census 2000 – 
Race, Census Tract 105.01 
County of  Monterey, California 

Number Percent 

White 5735 90.6 
Black or African American 68 1.1 

American Indian and Alaska Native 34 0.5 
Asian 246 3.9 

Native Hawaiian & Other Pacific Islander 8 0.1 
Some other race 5 0.1 

Two or more races 237 3.7 
Total Population 6,333 100 

About 24.9% of the population in Census Tract 105.01 identify themselves as Hispanic 
or Latino.  The median household income of the residents in the 2000 census was 
$72,352 and approximately 3.9% of the families were below the poverty level. 
 
Community Outreach: 
On November 29, 2004, the LEA held a public hearing, according to the requirements 
of AB 1497.  The LEA reported that the following comments were received during the 
hearing: Concerns pertaining to birds (sea gulls), litter on the roads, date of closure, 
noise, dust, odor, receipt of out-of-county waste, effects of runoff onto the ground water, 
increase in height, tonnage, and traffic increase.  The LEA determined that concerns 
raised are addressed in the JTD or as a condition in the permit.  

 
Environmental Justice Issues: 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any environmental justice issues 
related to this project. 
 

H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
Staff work on new or revised solid waste facility permits is completed as part of Goal 4:  
Managing and mitigating the impacts of solid waste on public health and safety and the 
environment and promoting integrated and consistent permitting, inspection, and 
enforcement efforts. 
 

VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
This item does not require any Board fiscal action. 
 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1.  Site Location Map 
2.  Site Plan 
3.  Proposed Permit Number 27-AA-0007 
4.  Resolution Number 2005-61 
 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff:  Beatrice C. Poroli Phone:  (916) 341-6411 
B. Legal Staff:  Michael Bledsoe Phone:  (916) 341-6058  
C. Administration Staff:  None Phone:  N/A 
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IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION 
A.  Support 

Staff has not received any written support at the time this item was submitted for publication. 
B.  Opposition 

Staff has not received any written opposition regarding this item was submitted for publication. 
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT 
Facility Number: 

27-AA-0007 

1. Name and Street Address of Facility: 

Crazy Horse Sanitary Landfill 
350 Crazy Horse Canyon Road 
Salinas, CA 93907 

2. Name and Mailing Address of Operator: 

Salinas Valley Solid Waste Authority 
337 Melody Lane 
Salinas, CA 93901 

3. Name and Mailing Address of Owner: 

Salinas Valley Solid Waste Authority 
337 Melody Lane 
Salinas, CA 93901 

4. Specifications: 

a. Permitted Operations: CI Solid Waste Disposal Site • Transformation Facility 

0 Transfer/Processing Facility (MRF) 
• Other: Chipping & Grinding 

0 Composting Facility 

Receipt of Refuse/Waste, Recyclables &Cover Material* : 7:00 A.M. - 4:00 P.M. Monday — 
b. Permitted Hours of Operation: 

Friday and 8:00 A.M. —4:00 P.M. Saturday. The site is closed on the following holidays (but 
open to service franchise haulers if needed during normal operating hours): New Years, Fourth 
of July, Thanksgiving and Christmas. 

Ancillary Operations/Facility Operating Hours*: 6:00 A.M. — 6:00 P.M. Monday — Sunday. 
• See Enforcement Agency (EA) Condition 17i for specific information. 

c. Permitted Maximum Tonnage: 1400 Peak Tons per day 

d. Permitted Maximum Traffic 538 Vehicles per day 
Volume: 

e. Key Design Parameters (Detailed parameters are shown on site plans bearing EA and CIWMB validations): 

Total Disposal Transfer/Proces 
sing Composting Transformation 

Permitted Area (in acres) 160 72 N/A N/A N/A 

Design Capacity (tons) 1.31 million remaining as of 3/3/04 

Max. Elevation (Ft. MSL) 635 

N/A N/A N/A 

Max. Dcpth (Ft. MSL) 410 

Estimated Closure Year March 2009 

Upon a significant change in design or operation from that described herein, this permit is sulicct 
permit findings and conditions arc integral parts of this permit and supersede the conditions of 

to revocation or suspension. The attached 
any previously issued solid waste facility permit. 

5. Approval: 

Allen J. Stroh, R.E.H.S., M.P.A. 
Director of Environmental Health 

6. Enforcement Agency Name and Address: 

Monterey County Environmental Health Division 
1270 Natividad Road, Room 301 
Salinas, CA 93906 

7. Date Received by CIWMB: 

FEB 07 2008 
8. CIWMB Concurrence Date: 

9. Permit Issued Date: 10. Permit Review Due Date: 11. Owner/Operator Transfer Date: 

N/A 
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT 
Facility Number: 

27-AA-0007 

12. Legal Description of Facility: 

The legal description of this facility is: 
Sections 14 and 15, Township 13 South, Range 3 East, Mount Diablo Baseline and Meridian. APN 125-271-39 

13. Findings: 

a.  

b.  

c.  

d.  

e.  

This permit is consistent with the Monterey County Integrated Waste Management Plan, which was approved by California 
Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) in 1997. The location of the facility is identified in the County-Wide Siting 
Element for Monterey County, pursuant to Public Resources Code (PRC), Section 50001(a). 

This permit is consistent with the standards adopted by the CIWMB, pursuant to PRC 44010. 

The design and operation of the facility is consistent with the State Minimum Standards for Solid Waste Handling and Disposal 
as determined by the enforcement agency, pursuant to PRC 44009. 

North County Fire District has determined that the facility is in conformance with applicable fire standards, pursuant to PRC 
44151. 

Environmental Impact Report: 
i. An Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was filed with the State Clearinghouse (SCH #2000021027) and the Salinas Valley 

Solid Waste Authority (SVSWA) Board passed a resolution to certify the EIR in October 2002. This comprehensive EIR 
evaluated various scenarios in order to provide for the solid waste disposal needs of its jurisdiction for approximately 70 
years including potential changes to all existing solid waste facilities and the development of additional facilities. At Crazy 
Horse Landfill proposed changes to design and operation were evaluated including changes to equipment operating hours 
(6:00 AM to 6:00 PM) Monday thru Sunday and waste acceptance (7:00 AM to 4:00 PM) Monday thru Saturday. The 
SVSWA completed an extensive public process, which included seven public meetings before the release of the Draft EIR. 
The Notice of Determination was filed on November 22, 2002. Technical Addendums were completed for the following, 
clarifying hours of operation, February 2002, out of county waste, July 10, 2002 and increased tonnage, April 15, 2004. 

ii. An Environmental Impact Report was filed with the State Clearinghouse (SCH #199101050) and authorized by the Board 
of Supervisors for the Salinas Valley Solid Waste Authority on December 13, 2001. This document was prepared to 
evaluate: an increase in vehicle trips to and from the facility, stockpiling of imported soil, an increase of daily waste 
tonnage, the processing of Curbside Collected Yardwaste, updates in the remaining site capacity and site life estimates, and 
a change in contract operator. This document describes and supports the design and operation, which will be authorized by 
the issuance of this permit. A Notice of Determination (NOD) was filed with the State Clearinghouse on December 19, 
2001. The NOD indicated that the Project would have a significant effect on the environment, that mitigation measures 
were not made a condition of the approval of the Project, and that a statement of Overriding Considerations was adopted for 
the Project 

iii. On 12/16/99, The Lead Agency, SVSWA, approved an IS/Mitigated Negative Declaration and issued a Notice of 
Determination for the Environmental Document. (SCH#999101050). This NOD was issued in order to update and revise 
the SWF Permit and the Waste Discharge Requirements, (WDR's). The IS/MND evaluated: an increase in the daily 
tonnage accepted at the landfill to 750 tons, installation of a leachate collection liner, adjustment to the reuse footprint, a 
revision to the waste phasing and grading plan, and material recovery from targeted uncompacted waste loads. 

14. Prohibitions: 

The permitter is prohibited from accepting the following wastes: 

Hazardous, radioactive, dead animals, medical (as defined in Chapter 6.1, Division 20 of the Health and Safety Code), liquid, 
designated, or other wastes requiring special treatment or handling, except as identified in the Report of Facility Information 
and approved amendments thereto and as approved by the enforcement agency and other federal, state, and local agencies. 
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT 
Facility Number: 

27-AA-0007 

15. The following documents describe and/or restrict the operation of this facility: 

Date Date 

Report of Disposal Site Information 11/04 Final Closure and Postclosure Maintenance 
Plan 10/04 

Waste Discharge Requirements Order No. 99/26 
07/09/99 Closure Financial Assurance Documentation 

4/04 

APCD Permit to Operate # TV 32-02 (Air Quality) 1/15/04 Operating Liability Certification 08/14/03 

Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control District 
Permit to Operate #10364 07/28/00 

• Monterey Bay Unified Air Pollution Control 
District Permit to Operate #10544 04/10/01 

CEQA document (SCH# 2000021027) 

CEQA document (SCH # 999101050) 

CEQA document (SCH # 999101050) & CEQA 
Mitigation Monitoring Program 

10/02 

12/99 

12/01 

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan for 
Industrial Activities Storm Water General 

Permit (No. 3 27S002274)  

08/97 

Long Term Special Liquid Waste Discharge Permit 
(MRWPCA) 1/04 

Monterey North County Planning Area - 
Land Use Plan 10/94 

16. Self Monitoring: 

The owner/operator shall submit the results of all self-monitoring programs to the Enforcement Agency within 30 days of the end of the 
reporting period. 

Program . Reporting Frequency 

a. The types and quantities (in tons) of waste, including separated or commingled 
recyclables, entering the facility per day. 

b. The number and types of vehicles using the facility per day. 

c. Results of the hazardous waste load checking program, including the quantities and 
types of hazardous wastes, medical wastes or otherwise prohibited wastes found in 
the waste stream and the disposition of these materials. , 

d. A summary of the Log of Special Occurrences and a copy of all written complaints 
(condition 17b) regarding this facility and the operator's actions taken to resolve 
these complaints. 

e. Results of the landfill gas-monitoring program. 

f. Wet weather preparedness report/winter operations plan. 

g. Fill sequencing plan for the forthcoming year. 

h. Remaining site capacity. 

I. Record of ADC in accordance with Title 14, Article 9.2, 18800.et.seq 

a. Monthly 

b. Monthly 

c. Quarterly 

d. Quarterly 

e. Quarterly 

f. Annual — due by November 

g. Annually 

h. Annually 

i. Upon request 

1 
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT 
Facility Number: 

27-AA-0007 

17. Enforcement Agency (EA) Conditions: 

a. The operator shall comply with all State Minimum Standards for solid waste handling and disposal as specified in Title 14 and 
Title 27 the California Code of Regulations. 

b. The operator shall maintain a log of special/unusual occurrences. This log shall include, but is not limited to, fires, explosions, 
the discharge and disposition of hazardous or unpermitted wastes, and significant injuries, accidents or property damage. 
Each log entry shall be accompanied by a summary of any actions taken by the operator to mitigate the occurrence. The log 
shall be available to site personnel and the EA at all times. Notifications to the EA of special/unusual occurrences and written 
complaints shall be made within 48 hours of occurrence. 

c. Additional information concerning the design and operation of the facility shall be furnished upon request and within the time 
frame specified by the EA. 

d. This permit is subjcct to review by the EA and may be suspended, revoked, or revised at any time for sufficient cause. 

e. The EA reserves the right to suspend or modify waste receiving and handling operations when deemed necessary due to an 
emergency, a potential health hazard, or the creation of a public nuisance. 

f. Any change that would cause the design or operation of the facility not to conform to the tern and conditions of this permit is 
prohibited, such as extension of closure date past March 2009, and cannot be extended under any condition beyond the end of 
the year 2009. Such a change may be considered a significant change, requiring a permit revision. In no case shall the 
operator implement any change without first submitting a written notice of the proposed change, in the form of an RFI 
amendment, to the EA at least 180 days in advance of the change. 

g. A copy of this permit shall be maintained at the facility. 

h. The maximum permitted daily tonnage for this facility is 1400 tons per day. The facility shall not receive more than this 
amount, 1400 tons per day, without a revision of this permit. As per calculation for emission reduction do to this increased 
tonnage and related increase in equipment for handling and compaction, the grinder and or the trammel screen run time cannot 
be any longer then four (4) hours per day. 

i. All access by public and commercial vehicles is limited to the hours of 7:00 A.M. - 4:00 P.M. Monday — Saturday. Ancillary 
Operations/Facility Operating Hours are from 6:00 A.M. - 6:00 P.M. Monday — Sunday. Activities during this time are limited 
to arrival and departure of site personnel, staff meetings, maintenance of landfill equipment, and the operation of landfill 
equipment associated with landfill cover and drainage systems maintenance, and closure activities. 

j. This facility is permitted to accept the following types of non-hazardous solid waste: residential, commercial, industrial, 
agricultural, construction demolition, mixed municipal, governmental, tires, ash and wetted double-bagged non-friable asbestos 
(under Icubic yard without LEA pre-approval) 

k. Daily cover materials will he applied in accordance with 27 CCR, Division 2, Section 20680 and 20690, and as approved by 
the LEA. 

I. Chipped wood and green material may be applied for ADC up to five days per workweek and cannot be used in wet weather; 
soil or synthetic tarps will be used on other days. 

m. The accumulation of green waste must not interfere with the operation of the facility. Putrescible material for recycling must 
be processed and used on-site for beneficial use or removed offsite. If removed offsite, comply with 14 CCR, state minimum 
standards for compostable materials handling. Processed green waste may be used on-site as deemed appropriate and in 
compliance with all local, state, and federal regulations. 

n. The facility will use reasonable means available to reduce noise emanating from the site, which may included sound barriers, 
soil berms, or by placing waste in advancing lifts away from the south and west sides of the landfill in such a manner that the 
lifts act as a sound barrier. Any chipping and or grinding will only be done during normal operating hours. 
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT 
Facility Number: 

27-AA-0007 

17. Enforcement Agency (EA) Conditions continued: 

o. Vector controls, specifically seagulls, are to be controlled and deterred by using the industries best available 
technology in accordance with 27 CCR Article 2, Section 21600 (b)(8)(E). 

p. The facility will in accordance with its Order Impact Minimization Plan and the industries best available order 
technology to minimize order emanating from the landfill. 

q. This permit supersedes all previous Solid Waste Facility Permits for this site. 

r. Portable light stands will be positioned to minimize off-site light dispersion. 

s. No more then 200 tons of green material is permitted to be received at facility in one day. 

t. Pretreated sludge to be used as soil amendment on side slopes must be applied within 60 days of delivery. 

u. When recycled material bins arc full, they shall be removed with in 60 days. 

control 

control 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-61 

Consideration Of A Revised Full Solid Waste Facilities Permit (Disposal Facility) For The Crazy 
Horse Sanitary Landfill, Monterery County 

WHEREAS, the Monterey County Environmental Health Department, as the Local Enforcement Agency 
(LEA), has submitted to the Board for its review and concurrence with, or objection to, a revised full solid waste 
facility permit for Crazy Horse Sanitary Landfill; and 

WHEREAS, the Salinas Valley Solid Waste Authority, as the owner/operator, proposes to revise the permit to: 
increase the elevation from 605 to 635 feet mean sea level, extend the hours of operation, change the maximum 
tonnage from 900 to 1400 tons per day, change the remaining disposal capacity from 0.45 million to 1.31 
million cubic yards, and change the estimate of the closure period for the landfill from 2004 to 2009; and 

WHEREAS, the Salinas Valley Solid Waste Authority, acting as the Lead Agency, prepared and certified on 
October 2002 an Environmental Impact Report (EIR), State Clearinghouse (SCH) # 2000021027, to comply 
with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); and 

WHEREAS, the Salinas Valley Solid Waste Authority, acting as the Lead Agency, prepared three Technical 
Addendums to the certified EIR on February 2002 clarifying hours of operation; on July 10, 2002 clarifying 
receipt of out-of-county waste; and on April 15, 2004 clarifying an increase in tonnage from 900 to 1400 tons 
per day; and 

WHEREAS, the LEA has certified that the application package is complete and correct and that the proposed 
revised permit is supported by the CEQA document that was prepared for the project; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the proposed permit is consistent with the California Environmental Quality 
Act; and 

WHEREAS, Board staff have evaluated the proposed permit for consistency with the standards adopted by the 
Board; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California Integrated Waste Management Board concurs 
in the issuance of the Solid Waste Facility Permit No. 27-AA-0007. 

CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly adopted 
at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 

Dated: 

Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-61 

Consideration Of A Revised Full Solid Waste Facilities Permit (Disposal Facility) For The Crazy 
Horse Sanitary Landfill, Monterery County 
 
WHEREAS,  the Monterey County Environmental Health Department, as the Local Enforcement Agency 
(LEA), has submitted to the Board for its review and concurrence with, or objection to, a revised full solid waste 
facility permit for Crazy Horse Sanitary Landfill; and  
 
WHEREAS,  the Salinas Valley Solid Waste Authority, as the owner/operator, proposes to revise the permit to: 
increase the elevation from 605 to 635 feet mean sea level, extend the hours of operation, change the maximum 
tonnage from 900 to 1400 tons per day, change the  remaining disposal capacity from 0.45 million to 1.31 
million cubic yards, and change the estimate of the closure period for the landfill from 2004 to 2009; and 
 
WHEREAS,  the Salinas Valley Solid Waste Authority, acting as the Lead Agency, prepared and certified on 
October 2002 an Environmental Impact Report (EIR), State Clearinghouse (SCH) # 2000021027, to comply 
with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); and 
 
WHEREAS, the Salinas Valley Solid Waste Authority, acting as the Lead Agency, prepared three Technical 
Addendums to the certified EIR on February 2002 clarifying hours of operation; on July 10, 2002 clarifying 
receipt of out-of-county waste; and on April 15, 2004 clarifying an increase in tonnage from 900 to 1400 tons 
per day; and 
 
WHEREAS,  the LEA has certified that the application package is complete and correct and that the proposed 
revised permit is supported by the CEQA document that was prepared for the project; and 
 
WHEREAS,  the Board finds that the proposed permit is consistent with the California Environmental Quality 
Act; and 
 
WHEREAS,  Board staff have evaluated the proposed permit for consistency with the standards adopted by the 
Board; and 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California Integrated Waste Management Board concurs 
in the issuance of the Solid Waste Facility Permit No. 27-AA-0007. 
 

CERTIFICATION 
 
The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly adopted 
at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 
 
Dated:   
 
 
 
Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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AGENDA ITEM 29 (Revised) 

Of A New Full Solid Waste Facilities Permit (Transfer/Processing Station) 
Waste Solutions Material Recovery Facility, Santa Clara County 

ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
1. This item requests Board concurrence on the new California Waste Solutions 

Material Recovery Facility solid waste facilities permit. 
2. Pursuant to Public Resources Code, Section 44009, the Board has 60 calendar 

concur in or object to the issuance of a full solid waste facilities permit. The 
permit for this facility was received February 15, 2005. The date for submittal 
proposed permit that would allow a full 60 days for Board review prior to 
Board meeting was January 15, 2005. The Board has until April 16, 2005 
permit. When the proposed permit package was received, the package contained 
the items required in 27 CCR, Section 21685. 

ITEM HISTORY 

For 

days to 
proposed 

of a 
the March 
to act on this 

all of 

the 

direct 

of 

• Compliance History: 
2004 — No violations (November and December) 
2005 — No State Minimum Standards violation, one permit violation 

Details concerning the above permit violation are explained on page 3, in 
Consistency with State Minimum Standards (SMS) section of this agenda. 

OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
The Board may decide to do one of the following: 
1. Concur in the issuance of the proposed permit as submitted by the LEA. 
2. Object to the issuance of the proposed permit as submitted by the LEA and 

staff to inform the LEA in writing of the reason for objection. 
3. Take no action on the proposed permit as submitted by the LEA. If the Board 

chooses this option, the Board shall be deemed to have concurred in the issuance 
the proposed permit 60 days after the Board's receipt of the permit. 

STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

te-be-eensitent-with-GEQA-deeumentation, Staff recommend that the Board  adopt 
option one, concurrence in the issuance of the proposed permit. 

ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 
Facility Name:	 California Waste Solutions Material Recovery Facility 

Facility No. 43-AN-0024 

Facility Type: New Large Volume Transfer/Processing Station 
Location: 1005 Timothy Street, San Jose, California 
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ITEM 
Consideration Of A New Full Solid Waste Facilities Permit (Transfer/Processing Station) For 
The California Waste Solutions Material Recovery Facility, Santa Clara County 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
1. This item requests Board concurrence on the new California Waste Solutions 

Material Recovery Facility solid waste facilities permit. 
2. Pursuant to Public Resources Code, Section 44009, the Board has 60 calendar days to 

concur in or object to the issuance of a full solid waste facilities permit.  The proposed 
permit for this facility was received February 15, 2005.  The date for submittal of a 
proposed permit that would allow a full 60 days for Board review prior to the March 
Board meeting was January 15, 2005.  The Board has until April 16, 2005 to act on this 
permit.  When the proposed permit package was received, the package contained all of 
the items required in 27 CCR, Section 21685. 

 
II. ITEM HISTORY 

• Compliance History: 
2004 – No violations (November and December) 
2005 – No State Minimum Standards violation, one permit violation 
 
Details concerning the above permit violation are explained on page 3, in the 
Consistency with State Minimum Standards (SMS) section of this agenda. 
 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
The Board may decide to do one of the following: 
1. Concur in the issuance of the proposed permit as submitted by the LEA. 
2. Object to the issuance of the proposed permit as submitted by the LEA and direct 

staff to inform the LEA in writing of the reason for objection. 
3. Take no action on the proposed permit as submitted by the LEA.  If the Board 

chooses this option, the Board shall be deemed to have concurred in the issuance of 
the proposed permit 60 days after the Board’s receipt of the permit. 

 
IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff will recommend concurrence with the proposed permit, if the permit is determined 
to be consistent with CEQA documentation. Staff recommend that the Board adopt 
option one, concurrence in the issuance of the proposed permit. 
 

V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 
Facility Name:  California Waste Solutions Material Recovery Facility  

Facility No. 43-AN-0024 
 

Facility Type:  New Large Volume Transfer/Processing Station 
Location:  1005 Timothy Street, San Jose, California 
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Setting: The surrounding land uses are zoned light industrial and heavy 
industrial. The site is bounded to the westerly side is an industrial 
manufacturing and service businesses, northwesterly is a yard and 
green waste transfer facility, immediately adjoining the site to the 
north and northeast is a self storage site. The nearest residence is 
approximately 1,150 feet to the south. 

Operational Status: Active, unpermitted 

Proposed Acreage: 3.57 acres 

Proposed Hours of Receipt of materials: 5+00 6:00 a.m. to 4-400 7:00 p.m., Monday 
Operation: Friday Saturdays Monday Saturday. with occasional — 

Operations: 24 hours, seven days a week 

Proposed tonnage: 530 tons per day 

Proposed 
Traffic Volume: 304 Vehicles Per day 

Operator: Mr. Victor Duong, Vice-President 
California Waste Solutions, Inc. 

Owner: Mr. Victor Duong, Vice-President 
Duong Family Trust 

LEA: Mr. Mike Hannon, Deputy Director 
City of San Jose 
Department of Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement 

Background 
The facility began operating as a recycling center in the early 2002. Recycling centers are 
exempt from solid waste facility permit requirements. The operations are housed in a 51,300 
square foot building. The facility serves the City of San Jose and processes material received 
through the City's curbside recycling program. Incoming material is unloaded in the receiving 
area. A loader places the material on to a conveyor that transports the materials to various 
sorting and processing areas. The sorted materials are conveyed to storage bunkers before 
transport to a baler. Bales are loaded into containers for transport to the market. Although the 
facility receives loads high in recyclables, the residual material is over ten percent (10%) 
which means the facility requires a solid waste facility permit to operate. Please refer to the 
Consistency with SMS section of this agenda item for further background information. 

Key Issues 
The proposed new permit is to allow the following: 

• operation of the California Waste Solutions Material Recovery Facility as a large 
volume transfer/processing facility; 

• maximum traffic volume of 304 vehicles per day; 
• maximum daily tonnage of 530 tons per day; 
• maximum of 3.57 acres; and 
• receive only material collected for recycling, no mixed solid waste. 
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Setting: The surrounding land uses are zoned light industrial and heavy 
industrial.  The site is bounded to the westerly side is an industrial 
manufacturing  and service businesses, northwesterly is a yard and 
green waste transfer facility, immediately adjoining the site to the 
north and northeast is a self storage site.  The nearest residence is 
approximately 1,150 feet to the south. 

 
Operational Status: Active, unpermitted 
 
Proposed Acreage: 3.57 acres 
 
Proposed Hours of Receipt of materials: 5:00 6:00 a.m. to 11:00 7:00 p.m., Monday – 
Operation: Friday with occasional Saturdays Monday – Saturday.   

Operations:  24 hours, seven days a week  
  
Proposed tonnage: 530 tons per day 
 
Proposed  
Traffic Volume: 304 Vehicles Per day 
 
Operator:  Mr. Victor Duong, Vice-President 

California Waste Solutions, Inc. 
 
Owner:  Mr. Victor Duong, Vice-President 
   Duong Family Trust 
 
LEA:   Mr. Mike Hannon, Deputy Director 

City of San Jose 
Department of Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement 
 

Background 
The facility began operating as a recycling center in the early 2002.  Recycling centers are 
exempt from solid waste facility permit requirements.  The operations are housed in a 51,300 
square foot building.  The facility serves the City of San Jose and processes material received 
through the City’s curbside recycling program. Incoming material is unloaded in the receiving 
area.  A loader places the material on to a conveyor that transports the materials to various 
sorting and processing areas.  The sorted materials are conveyed to storage bunkers before 
transport to a baler.  Bales are loaded into containers for transport to the market. Although the 
facility receives loads high in recyclables, the residual material is over ten percent (10%) 
which means the facility requires a solid waste facility permit to operate.  Please refer to the 
Consistency with SMS section of this agenda item for further background information.          
 
Key Issues 
The proposed new permit is to allow the following: 

• operation of the California Waste Solutions Material Recovery Facility as a large 
volume transfer/processing facility; 

• maximum traffic volume of  304 vehicles per day; 
• maximum daily tonnage of 530 tons per day;  
• maximum of 3.57 acres; and 
• receive only material collected for recycling, no mixed solid waste. 
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LEA Certification: 

and correct; 
the requirements of Title 14, CCR, 

supported by the existing California 

review and analysis of the proposed permit 

The LEA has indicated the following: 
• The permit application package is complete 
• The Transfer/Processing Report (TPR) meets 

Section 18221.6; and 
• The proposed permit is consistent with and 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) documentation. 

Staff Analysis: 
The following table summarizes Board staffs 
application package: 

43-AN-0024 

Summary of Board Findings 

Accept- 
able 

Unaccept- 
able 

To Be 
Deter- 
mined 

Not 
Applic- 

able 

See Details Below 

CIWMP Conformance (PRC 50001) A/ 1 

Consistency With State Minimum Standards '\I 2 

TPR Completeness '\i 3 

California Environmental Quality Act '\i Al B 

1. Conformance with County Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP): 
Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 50001 
non-disposal facility be identified in the applicable 
Facility Element (NDFE) for the proposed permit. 
Local Assistance (OLA) have determined that 

requires that 

Staff 
the California 
County's 

(SMS): 

jurisdiction's 

the County's 

any new or expanded 
Non-disposal 

of the Board's Office of 
Waste Solutions 

NDFE, and therefore, find 
NDFE. 

the LEA on February 2, 
with the applicable State 

one violation of 
a permit. 

as a location that only 
than 10% residual, and 
which do not meet the 

of 

in the source separated 
since July 2002. The facility 

in excess of 10%, it 
as such required a solid 

(Order) for violation of 
time, the operator's records 

Additionally, the City of 

Material Recovery Facility is identified in the 
that the proposed permit is in conformance with 

2. Consistency with State Minimum Standards 
Board staff conducted an inspection 
2005 and found that the facility operation 
Minimum Standards (SMS). However, 

of the facility with 
was consistent 

Board staff determined 
— Operating without 

a recycling center 
not have more 

wastes. Operations 
comply with the requirements 

of solid waste 
been over 10% 
of residuals. 

produced residuals 
station and 

Cease & Desist Order 
a permit. At the 

43% per month. 

Public Resource Code, Section 44002 

Title 14, Section 17402.5(d) defines 
receives source separated material, does 
receives less than 1% of putrescible 
definition of a recycling center must 
transfer/processing facilities. 
Records indicate that the residual amount 
recyclables received at the facility has 
operator was unable to reduce the level 

When it was noted that CWS continually 
was determined to be a transfer/processing 
waste facility permit. 

On June 18, 2003 the LEA issued a 
PRC Section 44002-Operating without 
showed residual ranging from 21% to 
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LEA Certification: 
The LEA has indicated the following: 
• The permit application package is complete and correct;  
• The Transfer/Processing Report (TPR) meets the requirements of Title 14, CCR, 

Section 18221.6; and  
• The proposed permit is consistent with and supported by the existing California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) documentation. 
 
 Staff Analysis:  

The following table summarizes Board staff's review and analysis of the proposed permit 
application package: 

43-AN-0024 
Summary of Board Findings 

Accept-
able 

Unaccept-
able 

To Be 
Deter-
mined 

Not 
Applic-

able 

See Details Below

CIWMP Conformance (PRC 50001) √    1 

Consistency With State Minimum Standards √    2 

TPR Completeness √    3 

California Environmental Quality Act  √  √  B 

 
1. Conformance with County Integrated Waste Management Plan (CIWMP):   

Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 50001 requires that any new or expanded 
non-disposal facility be identified in the applicable jurisdiction’s Non-disposal 
Facility Element (NDFE) for the proposed permit.  Staff of the Board’s Office of 
Local Assistance (OLA) have determined that the California Waste Solutions 
Material Recovery Facility is identified in the County’s NDFE, and therefore, find 
that the proposed permit is in conformance with the County’s NDFE.  

 
2. Consistency with State Minimum Standards (SMS):  

Board staff conducted an inspection of the facility with the LEA on February 2, 
2005 and found that the facility operation was consistent with the applicable State 
Minimum Standards (SMS).  However, Board staff determined one violation of 
Public Resource Code, Section 44002 – Operating without a permit.  
 
Title 14, Section 17402.5(d) defines a recycling center as a location that only 
receives source separated material, does not have more than 10% residual, and 
receives less than 1% of putrescible wastes.  Operations which do not meet the 
definition of a recycling center must comply with the requirements of 
transfer/processing facilities.   
Records indicate that the residual amount of solid waste in the source separated 
recyclables received at the facility has been over 10% since July 2002.  The facility 
operator was unable to reduce the level of residuals. 
 
When it was noted that CWS continually produced residuals in excess of 10%, it 
was determined to be a transfer/processing station and  as such required a solid 
waste facility permit.           
 
On June 18, 2003 the LEA issued a Cease & Desist Order (Order) for violation of 
PRC Section 44002-Operating without a permit.  At the time, the operator’s records 
showed residual ranging from 21% to 43% per month.  Additionally, the City of 



Board Meeting 

March 15-16, 
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2005 

3. 
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San Jose cited violations relating to planning and building codes, fire codes, and 
hazardous materials storage. The operation ceased for a short period of time. On 
February 27, 2004 the City and CWS entered into a Permanent Injunction and Final 
Judgment Pursuant to Stipulation (Attachment 4) which required CWS to address 
the violations and obtain a solid waste facility permit. 

In September 2004, Board staff noted the LEA had not provided any inspection 
reports for the site after it was determined to be a solid waste facility. Board staff 
directed the LEA to perform monthly inspections of this site. The LEA began 
conducting monthly inspections in November 2004. 

TPR Completeness: 
Board staff have reviewed the Transfer/Processing Report dated December 2004 and 
determined the document meets the requirement of 14 CCR, Section 18221.6. 

Environmental 
1. California 

Issues 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 

2.  

Based 
this 

Staff determination be both the Permitting & Enforcement will presented at 
Committee meeting on March 7, and the Board meeting on March 15 16, 2005. 
The City of San Jose Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement 
(City), acting as lead agency, circulated the following environmental documents 
for the proposed issuance of full Solid Waste Facility Permit (SWFP) No. 43-AN- 
0024 for the California Waste Solutions Material Recovery Facility Transfer 
Station: 

• Mitigated Negative Declaration, State Clearinghouse No. 2001122092 had 
a public review period from December 24, 2001 to January 22, 2002. The 
Mitigated Negative Declaration was adopted by the City of San Jose on 
January 22, 2002. The Mitigated Negative Declaration supports incoming 
facility tonnages of up to 530 tons per day of curbside recyclables, facility 
hours for receipt of recyclables of 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Monday through 
Saturday, and processing/sorting of materials and facility maintenance of 
24 hours per day, seven days per week. An Addendum was filed on 
December 3, 2004. 

The Local Enforcement Agency, City of San Jose, has provided a finding that the 
proposed SWFP is consistent with State Minimum Standards for Solid Waste 
Handling and Disposal. 

Based on information above, Board staff recommends that the environmental 
document cited above is adequate for the Board's environmental evaluation for 
those project activities which are within the Board's expertise and/or powers, or 
which are required to be carried out or approved by the Board. 

Program/Long 

Staff is not aware of any impacts regarding other state agencies, or cross-media 
impacts related to this item. 

Term Impacts 
on available information, staff is not aware of any program impacts related to 

item. 
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San Jose cited violations relating to planning and building codes, fire codes, and 
hazardous materials storage.  The operation ceased for a short period of time.  On 
February 27, 2004 the City and CWS entered into a Permanent Injunction and Final 
Judgment Pursuant to Stipulation (Attachment 4) which required CWS to address 
the violations and obtain a solid waste facility permit. 
 
In September 2004, Board staff noted the LEA had not provided any inspection 
reports for the site after it was determined to be a solid waste facility.  Board staff 
directed the LEA to perform monthly inspections of this site.  The LEA began 
conducting monthly inspections in November 2004.  

  
3.  TPR Completeness:

Board staff have reviewed the Transfer/Processing Report dated December 2004 and 
determined the document meets the requirement of 14 CCR, Section 18221.6.  

 
B. Environmental Issues 

1.  California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
At the time this item was prepared, Board staff had not completed their review.  
Staff determination will be presented both at the Permitting & Enforcement 
Committee meeting on March 7, and the Board meeting on March 15-16, 2005. 
The City of San Jose Department of Planning, Building and Code Enforcement 
(City), acting as lead agency, circulated the following environmental documents 
for the proposed issuance of full Solid Waste Facility Permit (SWFP) No. 43-AN-
0024 for the California Waste Solutions Material Recovery Facility Transfer 
Station: 

• Mitigated Negative Declaration, State Clearinghouse No. 2001122092 had 
a public review period from December 24, 2001 to January 22, 2002. The 
Mitigated Negative Declaration was adopted by the City of San Jose on 
January 22, 2002. The Mitigated Negative Declaration supports incoming 
facility tonnages of up to 530 tons per day of  curbside recyclables, facility 
hours for receipt of recyclables of 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Monday through 
Saturday, and processing/sorting of materials and facility maintenance of 
24 hours per day, seven days per week. An Addendum was filed on 
December 3, 2004.    

The Local Enforcement Agency, City of San Jose, has provided a finding that the 
proposed SWFP is consistent with State Minimum Standards for Solid Waste 
Handling and Disposal. 

Based on information above, Board staff recommends that the environmental 
document cited above is adequate for the Board’s environmental evaluation for 
those project activities which are within the Board’s expertise and/or powers, or 
which are required to be carried out or approved by the Board. 

2.   Staff is not aware of any impacts regarding other state agencies, or cross-media 
impacts related to this item. 

 
C. Program/Long Term Impacts 

Based on available information, staff is not aware of any program impacts related to 
this item. 
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D.  

E.  

F.  

G.  

H.  

Stakeholder Impacts 
Based on available information, staff is not 
to this item. 

Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impact to the Board results from 

Legal Issues 
Based on available information, staff is not 

Environmental Justice 
Community Setting: 

aware of any stakeholder impacts related 

this item 

aware of any legal issues related to this 

industrial and heavy industrial. The site 
manufacturing and service businesses, 

facility, and immediately adjoining 
storage site. The nearest residence is 

Waste Solutions Material Recovery 
in the 2000 U.S. Census Bureau Database 

of Census Tract 5043.18 consists 

item. 

is 

of the 

or 

Goal 

The surrounding land uses are zoned light 
bounded to the westerly side by industrial 
northwesterly is a yard and green waste transfer 
the site to the north and northeast is self 
approximately 1,150 feet to the south. California 
Facility is located in Census Tract 5043.18 
for Santa Clara County. 

According to the 2000 census, the population 
following: 

US Census Bureau Data Census 2000 — 
Race, Census Tract 5043.18 
County of Santa Clara, California 

All Ages 
Number Percent 

White 2802 64.9 
Black or African American 102 2.4 

American Indian and Alaska Native 33 0.8 
Asian 1,203 27.9 

Native Hawaiian & Other Pacific Islander 33 0.8 
Some other race 12 0.3 

Two or more races 127 2.9 
Total Population 4,312 100 

30.4% of the population in Census Tract 
Latino. The median household income of 
$52,065 and approximately 9.4% of the families 

Community Outreach: 

5043.18 identify themselves as Hispanic 
the residents in the 2000 census was 

were below the poverty level. 

permit application, the AB 1497 
have not been applied by the LEA. 

aware of any environmental justice issues 

facility permits is completed as part of 
of solid waste on public health and safety 

and consistent permitting, inspection, 

Because this is a new solid waste facility 
requirements regarding a public hearing 

Environmental Justice Issues: 
Based on available information, staff is not 
related to this project. 

2001 Strategic Plan 
Staff work on new or revised solid waste 
4: Managing and mitigating the impacts 
and the environment and promoting integrated 
and enforcement efforts. 
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D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any stakeholder impacts related 
to this item. 
 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
No fiscal impact to the Board results from this item 
 

F. Legal Issues 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any legal issues related to this item. 
 

G. Environmental Justice 
Community Setting: 
The surrounding land uses are zoned light industrial and heavy industrial.  The site is 
bounded to the westerly side by industrial manufacturing and service businesses, 
northwesterly is a yard and green waste transfer facility, and immediately adjoining 
the site to the north and northeast is self storage site.  The nearest residence is 
approximately 1,150 feet to the south.  California Waste Solutions Material Recovery 
Facility is located in Census Tract 5043.18 in the 2000 U.S. Census Bureau Database 
for Santa Clara County.   
 
According to the 2000 census, the population of Census Tract 5043.18 consists of the 
following:  
 

All Ages US Census Bureau Data Census 2000 – 
Race, Census Tract 5043.18 
County of  Santa Clara, California 

Number Percent 

White 2802 64.9 
Black or African American 102 2.4 

American Indian and Alaska Native 33 0.8 
Asian 1,203 27.9 

Native Hawaiian & Other Pacific Islander 33 0.8 
Some other race 12 0.3 

Two or more races 127 2.9 
Total Population 4,312 100 

30.4% of the population in Census Tract 5043.18 identify themselves as Hispanic or 
Latino.  The median household income of the residents in the 2000 census was 
$52,065 and approximately 9.4% of the families were below the poverty level. 
 
Community Outreach: 
Because this is a new solid waste facility permit application, the AB 1497 
requirements regarding a public hearing have not been applied by the LEA.   

 
Environmental Justice Issues: 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any environmental justice issues 
related to this project. 
 

H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
Staff work on new or revised solid waste facility permits is completed as part of Goal 
4:  Managing and mitigating the impacts of solid waste on public health and safety 
and the environment and promoting integrated and consistent permitting, inspection, 
and enforcement efforts. 
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VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
This item does not require any Board fiscal action. 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1. Site Location Map 
2. Site Plan 
3. Proposed Permit Number 43-AN-0024 
4. Permanent Injunction and Final Judgment by Stipulation 
5. Resolution Number 2005-62 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff: Beatrice C. Poroli Phone: (916) 341-6411 
B. Legal Staff: Michael Bledsoe Phone: (916) 341-6058 
C. Administration Staff: None Phone: N/A 

IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION 
A. Support 

Staff had not received any written support at the time this item was submitted for publication. 
B. Opposition 

Staff has not received any written opposition at the time this item was submitted for 
publication. 
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VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
This item does not require any Board fiscal action. 
 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1.  Site Location Map 
2.  Site Plan 
3.  Proposed Permit Number 43-AN-0024 
4.  Permanent Injunction and Final Judgment by Stipulation 
5.  Resolution Number 2005-62 
 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff:  Beatrice C. Poroli Phone:  (916) 341-6411 
B. Legal Staff:  Michael Bledsoe Phone:  (916) 341-6058 
C. Administration Staff:  None Phone:  N/A 

 
IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION  

A. Support 
Staff had not received any written support at the time this item was submitted for publication. 

B. Opposition 
Staff has not received any written opposition at the time this item was submitted for 
publication. 
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT 
Facility Number: 

43-AN-0024 

1. Name and Street Address of Facility: 

CALIFORNIA WASTE SOLUTIONS 
MATERIAL RECOVERY FACILITY 
1005 Timothy Street 
San Jose, California 95133-1043 

2. Name and Mailing Address of Operator: 

California Waste Solutions, Inc. 
CA Corporation Number: C1522031 
1005 Timothy Street 
San Jose, CA 95133-1043 

3. Name and Mailing Address of Owner: 

Duong Family Investments LLC 
1005 Timothy Drive 
San Jose, CA 95133-1043 

4. Specifications: 

a. Permitted Operations: Li  ri Solid Waste Disposal Site • Transformation Facility 

El Transfer/Processing Facility (MRF) 
0 Other: 

0 Composting Facility (Green Material) 

b. Permitted Hours of 
Receipt of Recyclables may occur between the hours of 6am to 7pm Monday through 

Operation: 
Saturday. Processing/Sorting of material INSIDE the facility and facility maintenance can 
occur 24/7. No traffic is allowed in or out of facility from 11:30pm to Sam. All vehicle and 
equipment repair and maintenance is limited to the hours of 6am to 11pm. 

c. Permitted Maximum 530 TPD Tons per Day 
Tonnage: 

d. Permitted Traffic Volume: 304 Vehicles per Day 

e. Key Design Parameters (Detailed parameters are shown on site plans bearing EA and CIWMB validations): 

Total Disposal Transfer/Processing Composting Transformation 

Permitted Area (in acres) 3.57 530TPD 

Design Capacity (cubic yds) 

Max. Elevation (Ft. MSL) 

Max. Depth (Ft. MSL) 

Estimated Closure Year 

Upon a significant change in design 
permit findings and conditions are 

or operation from that described herein, this permit is 
integral parts of this permit and supersede the conditions 

subject to revocation or suspension. The attached 
of any previously issued solid waste facility permit. 

5. Approval: 

Approving Officer Signature 
Michael Hannon, Deputy Director 
Department Planning, Building, & Code Enforcement 

6. Enforcement Agency Name and Address: 

City of San Jose 

Department of Planning, Building, & Code Enforcement 
170 W. San Carlos Street 
San Jose, CA 95112 

7. Date Received by CIWMB: 
MAR 0 2 2005 

8. CIWMB Concurrence Date: 

9. Permit Issued Date: 10. Permit Review Due Date: 11. Owner/Operator Transfer Date: 
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT 
Facility Number: 

43-AN-0024 

12. Legal Description of Facility: 
The legal description of this facility is contained in Section 1.6. of the Transfer / Processing Report dated December 2004. 

13. Findings: 

a. This permit is consistent with the Santa Clara County Integrated Waste Management 
the location of the 

Element (NDFE), approved 

pursuant to PRC 

State Minimum Standards 

that the facility is in 
. 

Plan approved by the CIWMB on June 19, 
facility is identified in the Sixth 

by the CIWMB on June 15, 2004, 

44010. 

for Solid Waste Handling and Disposal as 

conformance with applicable fire 

and certified by the City of San Jose on 
supports the design and operation which will 

the Santa Clara County Recorder's Office 
and was approved on December 3, 2004. 

2004. Pursuant to Public Resources Code (PRC), 
Amendment to the Santa Clara County, 
by Resolution 2004-171. 

b. This permit is consistent with the standards 

c. The design and operation of the facility is consistent 
determined by the enforcement agency, pursuant 

d. The City of San Jose Fire Department (CSJ-FD) 
standards, pursuant to PRC, 44151. Approval 

e. A Negative Declaration was filed with the 
January 22, 2002 — Notice of Determination. 

Section 50001(a), 
Nondisposal Facility 

adopted by the CIWMB, 

with the 
to PRC 44009. 

has determined 
date May 28, 2004 

State Clearinghouse 
The Negative Declaration 

(SCH #2001122092) 
describes and 
was filed with 

was prepared (ER04-003) 
be authorized by the issuance of this permit. A Notice of Determination 
on February 2002. An 'Addendum To A Negative Declaration' 

14. Prohibitions: 
This permit prohibits the Operator from accepting the following wastes: 
Source separated solid-waste, hauler commingled solid waste (commingled with recyclable materials by the hauler), hazardous, 
radioactive, medical (as defined in Chapter 6.1, Division 20 of the Health and Safety Code), liquid, designated, or other wastes 
requiring special treatment or handling, except as identified in the Report of Facility Information and approved amendments 
thereto and as approved by the enforcement agency and other federal, state, and local agencies. The terms, Source-Separated and 
Solid Waste are respectively defined by Title 14, California Code of Regulations, and by California Public Resources Code. 

15. The following documents describe and/or restrict the operation of this facility: 

Data Date 

TRANSFER PROCESSING REPORT 

Amendments 

12 - 2004 

N/A 
Preliminary Closure and Postclosure 
Maintenance Plan 

N/A 

Waste Discharge Requirements/Order N/A  Closure Financial Assurance Documentation N/A 

APCD Permit to Operate # 08440 3-02-2004 Operating Liability Certification N/A 

Negative Declaration 
SCH #2001122092 

Jan. 22, 2002 

Land Use and/or Conditional Use Permit: 
CPO1-12-108  

Amendments: AD02-463  
AD02-560 Lighting  
AD02-821  
AD02-1270 Masonry Wall  
AD03-304 Outdoor Storage  
AD03-659 Wall/Door  
AD03-815 Landscape  
AD03-921 + Outdoor Storage 
AD03-1253 Vehicle Circulation 

AD04-594 Recycling Equipment 

12-18-2001 

05/06/2002 
05/30/2002 
07/30/2002 
11/08/2002 
03/28/2003 
08/14/2003 
09/11/2003 
12/19/2003 
2/16/2005 
Pending 

Addendum To A Negative Declaration 
ER04-003 

Dec. 3, 2004 
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT 
Facility Number: 

43-AN-0024 

16. Self Monitoring:  

The owner/operator shall submit the results of all self monitoring programs to the Enforcement Agency within 30 days of the end of the 
reporting period, or with reporting periods as specified. (for example, 1st quarter = January — March, the report is due by April 30, etc.. 
Information required on an annual basis shall be submitted with the 4th quarter monitoring report, unless otherwise stated.) 

Program REPORTING 
Frequency and Agency 

reported to: 

a. [Tonnage Reporting] The types and quantities (in tons) of waste, including 
separated or commingled recyclables, entering the facility per day. 

b. [Tonnage Reporting] the quantity of residual waste in tons, per operating month. 

c. [Load Checking Program] The operator shall perform load checking for 
excluded/prohibited wastes and materials, in conjunction with hand and/or 
machine sorting of materials, and shall maintain a record (log) of the results of the 
load check program. Operator shall maintain onsite monthly records of quantities of 
hazardous wastes, Universal Hazardous Wastes, treated and untreated medical 
wastes, and otherwise prohibited wastes found in the waste stream. 

d. [ Violation Reporting ] Operator shall notify the LEA upon receipt of a Notice of 
Violation from any regulatory agency. In addition, the operator shall notify the LEA 
within 72 hours, or, when long weekend holidays occur, within 24 hours of resuming 
operation on the next business day, following written receipt of a Notice of Violation 
or upon receipt of written notification of complaints regarding the facility, which 
have been received by other agencies. 

e. [Complaints] The Operator shall record all complaints regarding this facility and 
the operator's actions taken to resolve these complaints. All complaints and 
resolution actions shall be entered in the log of special occurrences. Operator shall 
notify the LEA within one day if they receive any complaints that could represent a 
threat to public health and safety or the environment. 

L [ Log of Special Occurrences ] Reports of all special or unusual occurrences and 
the operator's actions taken to correct these problems shall be entered into the 'Log 
of Special Occurrences'. 

g. I Log of Special Occurrences ] The operator shall make entries into the facility 
`Log of Special Occurrences' calendar, recording significant incidents of unlawful 
disposal of prohibited materials and the Operator's actions taken to remove and 
correctly dispose of excluded/prohibited materials. The record entry shall be made 
on the date of occurrence. Detailed incident reports, as appropriate, should be 
entered as part of the log entered in 'I' above. Incidents of fires, injury and property 
damage accidents, explosions, events involving hazardous wastes, flooding and other 
unusual incidents will also be recorded. 

Monthly to the LEA 

Monthly to the LEA 

Monthly to the LEA 

Monthly to the LEA 

As Noted, report to LEA 

Recorded in the 'Operating 
Record' - On Facility Site for 
review by LEA personnel on 

the date of occurrence. 

Recorded in the 'Operating 
Record' - On Facility Site for 
review by LEA personnel on 

the date of occurrence. 
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT 
Facility Number: 

43-AN-0024 

17. 

a.  

b.  

c.  

d.  

e.  

f.  

g.  

h.  

i.  

j.  

k.  

1. 

m.  

n.  

Enforcement Agency (EA) Conditions: 

The operator shall maintain a copy of this permit at the facility to be available at all times 
Enforcement Agency (LEA or CIWMB staff) personnel. 

The operator shall comply with all State Minimum Standards for solid waste handling 
California Code of Regulations. 

This facility shall comply with all Federal, State, and Local enactments and requirements 
specified in any certified environmental document filed pursuant to the Public Resources 

The Operator shall comply with the terms and conditions of this solid waste facility permit, 
permit, etc.), and shall fully conform with the operations plan as described in the Transfer 
2004. 

All equipment, vehicles, debris or roll-off boxes, and materials stored outside of the buildings, 
permitted areas as described in the most currently approved Transfer Processing Report 
Conditional Use Permit (CP97-02-0I1) and subsequent amendments. 

The operator shall provide additional information concerning the Design and/or Operation 
Enforcement Agency personnel or the CIWMB. Additional information concerning the 
shall be furnished within the time frame specified by the Enforcement Agency (LEA). 

The operator shall maintain a log of special/unusual occurrences. This log shall include, 
the discharge and disposition of hazardous or unpermitted wastes, and significant injuries, 
log entry shall be accompanied by a summary of any actions taken by the operator to 
available to site personnel and the EA at all times. 

The operator shall install and maintain easily visible signs at each point of access from 
facility; 2) that the facility is not open to the general public, and, 2) identifying the facility 
public operations or facility (T14, CCR, §17409.4(a)). 

The Operator shall provide signage at each entrance from public roads providing the 
Be covered/tarped to Prevent Litter and Dust". The Operator and Operations staff shall 
standard. 

The maximum permitted daily tonnage for all incoming materials for this facility is 530 

to facility personnel and to 

and disposal as specified in Title 14, 

including all mitigation measures as 
Code, Section 21031.6. 

local land use permit (conditional use 
Processing Report dated December 

shall be located and stored only in 
(TPR), or TPR Amendment, and the 

of this facility upon the request of the 
design and/or operation of the facility 

but is not limited to, fires, explosions, 
accidents or property damage. Each 

mitigate the occurrence. The log shall be 

a public road stating: 1) the name of the 
name and the location for the nearest 

message to the effect that: "All Loads Must 
make every effort to enforce this 

tons per day, and shall not receive more 
Facility Permit prior to initiation of any 

designated by the Lead Agency to 
this permit pursuant to the Public 

may be required as determined by any 

records of employee training for Health 
be maintained at the Facility and be 

volume of recyclable and waste materials 
be maintained for a period of at least one 

Agency, as Certified Weigh-
The Operator shall assist the LEA or 

maximum daily tonnage compliance. 

than this amount without the prior application for, and receipt of, a revised Solid Waste 
operation in excess of 530 tons per day. 

The operator shall comply with all notices and orders issued by any responsible agency 
monitor the Mitigation Measures contained in any of the documents referenced within 
Resources Code section 21081.6 

The Operator shall utilize specific safety equipment and implement safety measures that 
applicable Injury and Illness and Prevention Plan (1.1.P.P.'). 

The Operator shall maintain and make available, upon request of the enforcement agency, 
and Safety Operation and maintenance of the facility. These Operating Records shall 
available for review by the LEA and other authorized Regulatory Agencies. 

The operator shall maintain, at the facility, accurate daily records of the weight and/or 
received. These records shall be available to both LEA and CIWMB personnel and shall 
year. Facility Gate and/or Scale Attendants shall be certified by the responsible Government 
Masters, or shall maintain equivalent certification as approved in writing by the LEA. 
CIWMB to utilize these records, as required by the Enforcement Agency, to monitor 
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SOLID WASTE FACILITY PERMIT 
Facility Number: 

43-AN-0024 

17. 

o.  

p.  

q.  

r.  

s.  

t.  

u.  

v.  

w. 

a. 

y.  

z.  

Continued _ Enforcement Agency (EA) Conditions: 

The Operator shall maintain a copy of the LEA approved Transfer Processing Report 
Best Management Practices in the conduct of on-site activities. 

Effective litter, dust and odor control measures shall be maintained at all times to prevent 
standards. Where violations have occurred, the LEA may require the long term use of 
sweepers and/or mobile vacuum trucks. The facility operator shall provide litter control 
Report (December 2004), or as directed by the LEA, and shall remove for legal disposal 
disposed materials along roadways within 250' of the entrance and exit of this facility. 
NOTE: Illegally disposed Medical Wastes, or Hazardous Wastes shall be removed or 
compliance with applicable laws and standards governing their handling and disposal. 

Pile Heights, for all materials including recyclables, bales, waste and final product storage, 
specified in the local land-use permit and addendums, or in conformance with limits imposed 
Department. 

This permit is subject to review by the EA and may be suspended, revoked, or revised 
determined by the Enforcement Agency. 

The Enforcement Agency reserves the right to suspend or modify waste receiving and 
necessary due to an emergency, a potential health hazard, or the creation of a public nuisance. 

Any change that would cause the design or operation of the facility not to conform to 
prohibited. Such a change may be considered a significant change, requiring a permit 
implement any change without first submitting a written notice of the proposed change, 
EA at least 180 days in advance of the change (or as required by applicable state statutes 

Upon a change in the owner or operator the LEA shall be notified 45 days prior to the 

on the facility site. The operator shall utilize 

public nuisance or violations of 
mobile cleaning systems such as street 

as described in the Transfer Processing 
any litter, waste, or other illegally 

reported to the appropriate agency in 

shall not exceed the limitations 
by the City of San Jose Fire 

at any time for sufficient cause as 

handling operations when deemed 

the terms and conditions of this permit is 
revision. In no case shall the operator 

in the form of an RFI amendment, to the 
and regulations). 

change so that the LEA may make a 
Section 21630. 

and regulations, including the State 
14, and CCR Title 27, administered 

Agency is the City of San Jose, Department of 
and operation of the facility shall be 

described in the RFI, as approved and/or 
San Jose Municipal Codes and Ordinances, 

and cleaning as necessary in order to 
facility operator shall provide watering 

when deemed necessary due to an 

determination to revise the permit pursuant to California Code of Regulations, Title 27, 

This facility must comply with all applicable Federal, State and local enactments, laws 
Minimum Standards established by the CIWMB, California Code of Regulations - Title 
locally by the City of San Jose Local Enforcement Agency. The Local Enforcement 
Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement. Additional information concerning the design 
furnished upon request and within the time frame specified by the EA. 

All Facility operations shall be conducted in accordance with the operations and design 
amended by the LEA, and in compliance with all State Statutes, Regulations, City of 
and Land Use Permits. , 

No residual will remain on site for more than 48 hours. 

The Facility operator shall provide water misting equipment and effective dust control 
control nuisance dust resulting from Facility operations, as determined by the LEA. The 
and cleaning equipment as frequently as necessary in order to maintain dust free conditions. 

The EA reserves the right to suspend or modify waste receiving and handling operations 
emergency, a potential health hazard, or the creation of a public nuisance. 
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1 RICHARD DOYLE, City Attorney (#88625) ENDORSED 
GEORGE RIOS, Assistant City Attorney (#077908) 

2 CAROL C. OVERTON, Sr. Deputy City Attorney (#116872) 2604 FEB 21 AM 8; 56 
Office of the City Attorney 

3 151 West Mission Street • ti:;',I I f.::,:r',F.. CEO 

4 
San Jose, California 95110 SUPER ICI-:, COT OF CA. 

i i Telephone: (408) 277-4454 CO. C sAN ,•-, CLARA  
RY A. uALvAN D7pirry  

5 Attorneys for PEOPLE OF THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA and 

6 LOCAL ENFORCEMENT AGENCY 

7 

8 SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF SANTA CLARA 

9 
PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NO. 1-03-CV002609 

10 CALIFORNIA, ex rel., CITY ATTORNEY 

11. OF THE CITY OF SAN JOSE and 
CITY OF SAN JOSE AS LOCAL PERMANENT INJUNCTION AND 

12 ENFORCEMENT AGENCY FOR THE FINAL JUDGMENT PURSUANT TO 
CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE STIPULATION 

13  MANAGEMENT BOARD, 

14 Plaintiffs, 

15 vs. 

16 
DUONG FAMILY INVESTMENT, LLC; 

17 CALIFORNIA WASTE SOLUTIONS, 
INC.; DAVID DUONG, an individual and 

18 doing business as California Waste 

19 Solutions; VICTOR DUONG, an 
individual and doing business as 

20 

21 

California Waste Solutions; and Does 1 
through 100, inclusive, 

Defendants. 
22 

23 PERMANENT INJUNCTION AND FINAL JUDGMENT BY STIPULATION 

24 IT IS HEREBY STIPULATED between the Plaintiffs, PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF 

25  CALIFORNIA and LOCAL ENFORCEMENT AGENCY (hereinafter "Plaintiffs"), and 

26 Defendants DUONG FAMILY INVESTMENT, LLC and CALIFORNIA WASTE SOLUTIONS, 

27  INC. (hereinafter Defendants), by and through Defendants' attorney, Richard Norris, Esq., 

28 
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1 and it appearing to the Court that the parties have stipulated and consented to the entry of 

2 the Permanent Injunction And Final Judgment Pursuant To Stipulation herein, prior to the 

3 taking of the proof, without trial or adjudication of any issues of fact or law and without 

4 admission of any of the allegations herein; and this Court having considered the matter, the 

5 pleadings, the evidentiary declarations and exhibits, and the Permanent Injunction And Final 

6 Judgment Pursuant To Stipulation herein, and for good cause appearing therefore, 

7 IT IS ORDERED THAT: 

8 

9 
1. The individuals and defendants other than CALIFORNIA WASTE SOLUTIONS, 

10 INC. and DUONG FAMILY INVESTMENT, LLC (hereinafter collectively "CWS"), including 

11 David Duong and Victor Duong, shall be and are hereby dismissed as parties to the 

12 Complaint and the Cease and Desist Order. 

13 
2. CWS shall incur such expenses as may be reasonably necessary to perform as 

14 
provided herein. 

15 

16 3. CWS shall pay the City $150,000 in settlement of any and all claims related to 

17 the Complaint and the Cease and Desist Order. The $150,000 includes, but is not limited to, 

18 reimbursement by CWS to the City for costs incurred by City to date on compliance and 

19 
related issues, as well as anticipated future monitoring costs. CWS's payment shall be in 

20 
three (3) equal installments of $50,000 due on January 30, 2004, December 1, 2004 and 

21 

22 December 1, 2005. The City shall have the right to secure a money judgment for the unpaid 

23 balance of the amounts due hereunder in the event of a default by CWS in the payment of 

24 any sums due. 

25 
4. CWS shall complete an Operational Plan that is consistent with business 

26 
activities and provide same to City for City's review and approval which approval shall not be 

27 

28 
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1 
unreasonably withheld. The CWS Operati6nal Plan shall be provided to City no later than 

2 February 1, 2004. 

3 5. CWS shall perform in accordance with the City approved Development Plans 

4 also known as Approved Plan Sets, and any and all City approved Adjustments or 

5 
Amendments thereto including, without limitation, the Operational Plan. The Operational 

6 
Plan shall set forth, in general terms, the operational and contingency plans in the lawful 

7 

8  operations of the business. The Operational Plan will be subject to reasonable revisions over 

9 time to conform to conditions, incorporate new operations, techniques and practices, and 

10 facilitate the acceptance of materials from other sources. Revisions of CWS' Operational 

11 
Plan shall be subject to the approval of the City which shall not be unreasonably withheld. 

12 
The terms of the Settlement Agreement shall be incorporated into the Operational Plan so 

13 

14 that the Operational Plan includes, without limitation, provision for such specific compliance 

15 strategies as the introduction of additional odor control devices, changing the hours of 

16 operation subject to existing labor agreements, closing the gates of the CWS facility located 

17 
at 1005 Timothy Drive, San Jose, California (the "Facility") to cut off the inflow of materials, 

18 
load rejection, and running a second shift as means to achieve compliance with CWS' 

19 

20 
Conditional Use Permit and other permits and authorizations for its Facility and applicable 

21 law and regulation. CWS will make a commercially reasonable effort to limit the amount of 

22 material remaining on the floor of its facility and the duration for which it remains. CWS shall 

23 operate the Facility in a manner that is consistent with industry practice, including, without 
24 

limitation, consideration of adding an additional shift and, if necessary to finance such 
25 

26 
operational change, increasing the material throughput. 

27 
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1 
6. Under the Collection Agreement between Norcal and the City of San Jose and 

2 the agreement between Norcal and CWS, CWS recognizes that the City has a right to 

3 conduct waste characterization studies of the material at the CWS facility in San Jose. CWS 

4 will allow City or its agent reasonable access to the CWS Facility to allow waste 

5 
characterization studies and will fully cooperate with City or its agent in any waste 

6 

7 
characterization study. 

8 7. In the event that a waste characterization study indicates, in the reasonable 

9 discretion of the City, that CWS's operations are materially responsible for the presence of 

10 residual in excess of 10%, then the parties shall meet and confer and CWS shall establish 

11 
additional capital or operational requirements to reduce residual. 

12 
8. CWS will continue to work in good faith with Norcal Waste Systems (hereinafter 

13 

14 "Norcal") and the City to improve the recycling program and to reduce the residual from its 

15 sorting operations in San Jose necessary to meet the requirements of law. 

16 9. CWS shall diligently pursue a Solid Waste Facility Permit for the Facility. City 

17 
staff will cooperate with CWS in its application. This Settlement Agreement cannot and does 

18 
not bind the City to approve a Solid Waste Facility Permit for the Facility. CWS shall follow 

19 

20 applicable administrative and statutory procedures and the City will consider CWS' 

21 application on its merits. The City's staff shall reasonably cooperate with CWS to secure 

22 California Integrated Waste Management Board approval for the Solid Waste Facility Permit. 

23 10. For the duration of the injunction arising hereunder, CWS shall be and is 
24 

hereby enjoined to perform as required herein. This Permanent Injukction shall remain in force 
25 

26 
and effect for the shorter of two years from the date of issuance of this Permanent Injunction and 

27 
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1 
the date on which CWS secures a Solid Waste Facilities Permit from the California Integrated 

2 Waste Management Board. 

3 11. The City may inspect CWS' facility at any time without notice. Following each 

4 of the City's inspections of the CWS facility, the City's inspectors and representatives of 

5 
CWS shall meet together on site at CWS and develop a list of preliminary permit, statutory or 

6 
regulatory violations, if any, together with the proposed solution and the timing for 

7 

8  implementation of the rectification, if applicable. The City shall provide a final list following an 

9 inspection, but in the absence of said final list received by CWS within five (5) business days 

10 of the inspection, the list shall be presumed to be complete. 

11 
12. Nothing in the Settlement Agreement shall limit the right of the City to take 

12 
immediate enforcement action against CWS in the case of an immediate threat to the public 

13 

14 health or safety or the health or safety of CWS employees. The City may exercise its 

15 reasonable discretion to determine when immediate enforcement action is required. Except 

16 as noted in the preceding two sentences, the City shall commence enforcement action 

17 
against CWS only after the City and CWS shall have met and conferred in a meeting (to take 

18 
place within five (5) business days of City providing the final list) that will include a 

19 

20 representative of the City Attorney's Office and senior management of CWS. City will not 

21 take enforcement action against CWS except in the case of an immediate threat to the public 

22 safety or the safety of CWS employees (as aforesaid) for any item that is not included on the 

23 final list prepared following an inspection. 

24 
13. The City does not waive any of its enforcement rights. 

25 

26 
14. In the event that the City commences a meet and confer procedure with CWS, 

27 then the City and CWS will endeavor in good faith to agree upon a plan of action to meet the 
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1 
concerns of the City. In the event that the parties are unable to resolve their differences, the 

2 City shall set forth performance requirements for CWS and CWS shall either perform as 

3 directed by the City or the City may seek judicial enforcement of the City's requirement(s). 

4 The City shall not be obligated to meet and confer prior to taking action against CWS 

5 
regarding the alleged failure of CWS to perform under a plan of action from any previous 

6 
violation or meet and confer procedure. 

7 

8 15. Nothing in this Permanent Injunction And Final Judgment Pursuant To 

9 Stipulation is intended to affect City's rights to regulate CWS in accordance with applicable 

10 law. 

11 
16. This Settlement Agreement resolves all of the outstanding claims of the City 

12 
against CWS as of the date of execution below — including the Complaint and the Cease and 

13 

14 Desist Order. 

15 17. Defendants shall operate CWS in a manner that does not create public or 

16 private nuisance as them terms are defined in California Civil Code Section 3479, 3480, and 

17 
3481. 

18 
18. Defendants shall obtain all necessary permits from and comply with all 

19 

20 applicable requirements of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District, the Local 

21 Enforcement Agency of the California integrated Waste Management Board, and the San 

22 Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, and all other applicable local, State, 

23 and Federal agencies, for the use, development, operation, and maintenance of CWS. As 
24 

part of this provision, Defendants shall maintain conformity with the City-approved building 
25 

26 
plans for CWS; obtain all required building permits and approvals from San Jose's Building 

27 Division; and obtain all required fire and hazardous materials permits and approvals from 
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1 
San Jose's Bureau of Fire Prevention. Specifically, Defendants shall (1) at all times maintain 

2 the twenty feet (20') minimum clearance for emergency vehicle and fire apparatus access at 

3 the rear of CWS, in accordance with the City-approved building plans; (2) obtain a Place of 

4 Assembly Permit, a Combustible Material Storage Permit, and a High-Piled Combustible 
5 

Storage Permit for CWS, as required by San Jose's Bureau of Fire Prevention; (3) obtain all 
6 

7 
required hazardous materials permits and provide a Hazardous Materials Business Plan for 

a  any hazardous materials used, handled, or stored at CWS, as required by San Jose's 

9 Bureau of Fire Prevention, Hazardous Materials Division; and (4) provide San Jose's Bureau 

10 of Fire Prevention with a written manifest of any and all hazardous materials removed from 

11 
CWS, as required by the Hazardous Materials Division. 

12 
19. Each party has been represented by counsel in the negotiation and drafting of 

13 

14 this Settlement Agreement and no inference shall arise based upon which of the parties 

15 drafted this Settlement Agreement. 

16 20. Each party shall bear its own costs and attorneys' fees incurred in the 

17 
negotiation and drafting of this Settlement Agreement. 

18 
IT IS SO STIPULATED. 

19 

20 For Defendants DUONG FAMILY INVESTMENT, LLC and CALIFORNIA WASTE 

21 SOLUTIONS, INC. 

22 Dated: .,,? - / , 2004. 

23 
CALIFORNIA WAS SOLUTIONS, INC. 

24 

25 2 

26 B y  
David o , esident 

27 

28 
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1 
Dated: c2 - / --- , 2004. 

2 DUONG FAMILY INVE TMENT, LLC 

3 

4 By 

5 David Du g a aging Member 

6 02  Dated: 0V , 2004. 

7 CITY OF SAN JOSE 

8 

9 
By 

10 Ron Go za es, or 

11 

12 APPROVED AS TO FORM. 

13 
CITY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE 

14 

15 
By • 

• ity 16 !chard Do. Attorney 

17 
Attomeys is - aintiffs, 
PEOPLE ro HE 
STATE 0' •ALIFORNIA and 

18 LOCAL ENFORCEMENT AGENCY 

19 
ARCHER NORRI 

20 

21 
By 

22 Rich . Norris 
Atto eys for Defendants 23 C IFORNIA WASTE SOLUTIONS, INC. 

24 

25 IT IS SO ORDERED. 

26 

27 Dated: FEB 2 7 2004 SOCRATES P. MAROMOAN 

JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT 
28 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 

Resolution 2005-62 (Revised) 

Consideration Of A New Full Solid Waste Facilities Permit (Transfer/Processing Station) For 
The California Waste Solutions Material Recovery Facility, Santa Clara County 

WHEREAS, the City of San Jose Department of Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement, as the Local 
Enforcement Agency (LEA), has submitted to the Board for its review and concurrence with, or objection to, 
a revised full solid waste facility permit for California Waste Solutions Material Recovery Facility; and 

WHEREAS, the California Waste Solutions, Inc., as the operator, proposes to operate a large volume 
transfer/processing facility; and 

WHEREAS, the City of San Jose Planning Department, acting as the Lead Agency, prepared and adopted 
on January 22, 2002 a Negative Declaration (ND), State Clearinghouse (SCH) # 2001122092 , and an 
Addendum to the ND (ER04-003) on December 3, 2004 to comply with the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); and 

WHEREAS, the LEA has certified that the application package is complete and correct and that the 
proposed revised permit is supported by the CEQA document that was prepared for the project; and 

WHEREAS, the Board finds that the proposed permit is is-not consistent with the California Environmental 
Quality Act; and 

WHEREAS, Board staff have evaluated the proposed permit for consistency with the standards adopted by 
the Board; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
concurs with objects to the issuance of the Solid Waste Facility Permit No. 43-AN-0024. 

CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly 
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 

Dated: 

Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 

Resolution 2005-62 (Revised) 
Consideration Of A New Full Solid Waste Facilities Permit (Transfer/Processing Station) For 
The California Waste Solutions Material Recovery Facility, Santa Clara County 
 
WHEREAS,  the City of San Jose Department of Planning, Building, and Code Enforcement, as the Local 
Enforcement Agency (LEA), has submitted to the Board for its review and concurrence with, or objection to, 
a revised full solid waste facility permit for California Waste Solutions Material Recovery Facility; and  
 
WHEREAS,  the California Waste Solutions, Inc., as the operator, proposes to operate a large volume 
transfer/processing facility; and 
 
WHEREAS,  the City of San Jose Planning Department, acting as the Lead Agency, prepared and adopted 
on January 22, 2002 a Negative Declaration (ND), State Clearinghouse (SCH) # 2001122092 , and an 
Addendum to the ND (ER04-003) on December 3, 2004 to comply with the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); and 
 
WHEREAS,  the LEA has certified that the application package is complete and correct and that the 
proposed revised permit is supported by the CEQA document that was prepared for the project; and 
 
WHEREAS,  the Board finds that the proposed permit is is not consistent with the California Environmental 
Quality Act; and 
 
WHEREAS,  Board staff have evaluated the proposed permit for consistency with the standards adopted by 
the Board; and 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
concurs with objects to the issuance of the Solid Waste Facility Permit No. 43-AN-0024. 
 

CERTIFICATION 
 
The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly 
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005. 
 
Dated:   
 
 
 
Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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AGENDA ITEM 31 
ITEM 
Discussion Of Local Enforcement Agency Evaluations Through December 31, 2004 

I.  ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
This item updates the Board on the current status of Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) 
evaluations completed in the current (third) cycle through December 31, 2004. The third 
evaluation cycle began in May 2003. This item also assesses the Board's progress in 
responding to the 2003 Bureau of State Audits report, discusses how staff addresses LEA 
performance in between formal evaluations, and briefly discusses improving the 
evaluation process statutory framework and providing increased in-field assistance and 
training related to LEA performance. 

II.  ITEM HISTORY 
Staff has presented an annual LEA Evaluation update item since the early 1990s. In 
February 2004, staff presented a discussion item on the LEA evaluation process including 
a summary of the third cycle through December 31, 2003. In that item, staff discussed 
measures to prevent downturns of performance outside of the evaluation process, and 
described how it intended to achieve the Bureau of State Audits 2003 recommendations 
regarding timeliness of evaluations. 

III.  OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
The Board is not required to take action on this item. 

IV.  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
There is no recommendation since this is a discussion item. 

V.  ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 

Overview 
To date, 21 of 33 LEAs evaluated in this cycle have been found to be fulfilling their 
responsibilities. Five were found to be fulfilling most responsibilities, while seven 
require a subsequent corrective action workplan to address their evaluation findings. 

Background 
The Board's LEA program encompasses the formation, support and evaluation of the 
LEAs to ensure their success in consistent enforcement of statute, regulations, and 
solid waste facilities' permit terms and conditions statewide. The program involves a 
stepped approach for program staff as well as formal Board involvement in the event 
that escalating action is warranted, up to and including withdrawal of the LEA's 
designation approval and decertification. 

Certified LEAs 
Currently, 55 Board-certified LEAs perform their permitting, inspection, and 
enforcement duties throughout the state. Some LEA jurisdictions include multiple 
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counties. Attachment 1 illustrates the LEA designation and certification process. 
The Board acts as the enforcement agency in six jurisdictions: the City of Berkeley, 
the City of Stockton, the City of Paso Robles, the County of Santa Cruz, the County 
of San Luis Obispo, and the County of Stanislaus. The Board became the 
enforcement agency in the County of San Luis Obispo in July 2004. 

LEA Performance Evaluation Framework 
LEA Evaluations -- The Board utilizes statutory and regulatory standards to assess 
LEA performance and to ascertain that the LEA: 
1. Provides consistent enforcement of statute and regulations pertaining to the 

handling and disposal of solid waste; 
2. Implements its Board-approved Enforcement Program Plan (EPP); and 
3. Remains in compliance with its certification requirements (i.e., staff adequacy, 

technical expertise, budget resources, training, and carrying out the processes in 
their EPP). 

Pursuant to PRC 43214, the Board developed performance standards for evaluating 
LEAs and reviewing each enforcement agency's implementation of the permit, 
inspection, and enforcement program. These performance standards are located in 
14 CCR, Division 7, Chapter 5, Article 2.2. Pursuant to statute and regulation, 
evaluation staff find that an LEA is not fulfilling its duties if the LEA has: 
1. failed to exercise due diligence in the inspection of solid waste facilities and 

disposal sites; 
2. intentionally misrepresented the results of inspections; 
3. failed to prepare, or cause to be prepared, permits, permit revisions, or closure and 

postclosure maintenance plans; 
4. approved permits, permit revisions, or closure and postclosure maintenance plans 

which are not consistent with Part 4 and Part 5 of the Public Resources Code; 
5. failed to take appropriate enforcement actions; and 
6. failed to comply with, or has taken actions that are inconsistent with, or 

unauthorized by statute or regulations. 

It is important to note that these statutory criteria are limited. For example, the 
criteria do not address the quality of inspections conducted or permits prepared by a 
LEA. However, finding #6 (above) can address quality issues to the extent that a 
LEA does not fulfill a requirement that is specified in statute or regulation. 

Staff conduct mandatory LEA evaluations every three years (PRC 43214(b)) or more 
frequently should the Board or special circumstances dictate a need. 
• The evaluation timeframe begins at the conclusion of the last evaluation (the final 

evaluation results date or conclusion of LEA Evaluation workplan monitoring), and 
concludes with the initiation date for the current evaluation. The time frame is 
clearly identified in written correspondence notifying the LEA of its evaluation. 

• Any ongoing issues that began before the conclusion of the last evaluation and 
remain unresolved are considered in the current evaluation. 

• Staff maintains a 3-6 month LEA evaluation schedule for Division workload and LEA 
planning purposes. The schedule is tentative, approximate, and subject to change. 

• Additionally, Board staff analyzes each jurisdiction's workload in conjunction with 
budget and other resources on an annual basis to determine staff adequacy. This is 
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accomplished through annual LEA EPP updates. 
Under special circumstances, an evaluation may also be triggered by: 
• Board direction, the Executive Director, and/or the Permitting and Enforcement 

Division Deputy Director for specific LEA statutory and/or regulatory duty 
performance issues (PRC 43219 (c)). 

• Conditions at a solid waste facility/disposal site that cause a threat to public health 
and safety or the environment. 

• Board-verified information provided by California Conference of Directors of 
Environmental Health, Enforcement Advisory Council, concerned public, other 
agencies (local, state, federal), or regulated industry. 

LEA Evaluation Process -- The existing evaluation process entails a stepped approach that 
escalates as needed, ultimately involving action by the Board for those instances that cannot 
be resolved administratively. These steps include: 
1. Staff notifies the LEA of its evaluation schedule. 
2. Staff utilizes the Solid Waste Information System (SWIS) database and discussions with 

Permitting and Enforcement Division staff and the LEA to determine if the LEA is 
fulfilling its duties and responsibilities. 

3. Once staff determines the LEA is, or is not, fulfilling its duties and 
responsibilities, the findings are documented in a written report. For minor 
program implementation issues, the report can result in either: a) commending 
the LEA for a job well done; orb) identifying specific issues for improvement in 
one or more of the LEA's program responsibilities. 

4. Administrative (if needed): If staff finds the LEA not to be fulfilling its 
responsibilities, the first step to correcting the LEA performance issues requires 
the LEA to develop an evaluation workplan. 

5. Administrative steps leading to Board action (if needed): The primary evaluation 
follow-up activity consists of monitoring LEA workplan progress at regular 
intervals. Once the LEA meets the workplan tasks, the evaluation process is 
deemed completed for that cycle. When a workplan is not met, staff convenes an 
"administrative conference" to resolve any conflicts. An administrative 
conference can result in preparation/revision of a workplan, or in staff bringing 
the matter before the Board. 

6. Board action: If administrative remedies to improve LEA performance fail, the 
Board may exercise one or more of the following statutory actions (PRC 43216.5 
and 43214, and as codified in 14 CCR, Division 7, Chapter 5, Article 2.3, section 
18087) (attachment 3): 

• The Board may establish a schedule and probationary period for improved LEA 
performance (PRC 43216.5). This period allows due process for the LEA to 
accomplish performance objectives without direct Board intervention on a local level. 

• The Board may assume partial responsibility for specified LEA duties (PRC 
43216.5). Under this option, the Board considers partial de-certification, full de-
certification, or withdrawal of designation approval. This action would result in direct 
Board involvement on a local level. The Board may assume local enforcement agency 
responsibility on a site/facility basis, on one or more certified LEA duties, or on all 
LEA certification duties. Full de-certification and withdrawal of designation approval 
results in the Board becoming the enforcement agency for the jurisdiction. Statute 
allows the Board to recover its expenses when acting in any of these capacities. 

• The Board may conduct more frequent inspections and evaluations (PRC 43216.5). 
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• The Board may implement any other measures which it determines to be necessary to 
improve LEA compliance (PRC 43216.5). 

• The Board may take any actions it determines to be necessary to ensure LEAs fulfill 
their obligations (PRC 43216.5). 

• If the lack of LEA performance has contributed to significant non-compliance with 
state minimum standards at solid waste facilities, the Board shall withdraw its 
approval of designation (PRC 43214(c)). 

In addition to these options, which are part of the evaluation process delineated in statute 
and regulations, the Board can apply an "Urgency Step" at any time if the Board finds 
that conditions at solid waste facilities threaten public health and safety or the 
environment. In this situation, the Board shall, within 10 days of notifying the LEA, 
become the enforcement agency until another local agency is designated and certified 
(PRC 43214(c)). Staff prepares a Board agenda item recommending this option when the 
statutory conditions apply. To date, this step has not been used. 

Attachment 2 shows the evaluation process graphically. As shown, if issues cannot be 
resolved, staff will prepare an agenda item for Board consideration. Attachment 3 shows 
the process for Board consideration of actions over LEAs. 

California State Auditor Report 2003-113 — The Bureau of State Audits conducted a 
review of the Board and local agencies' oversight of solid waste facilities and issued its 
report on December 10, 2003. Although the report found that the established scope of the 
evaluations and their outcomes were appropriate, it identified that the Board did not 
evaluate all LEAs within the statutorily-mandated three years. The Board discussed the 
audit findings in February 2004, and staff implemented ways to address them. These 
included improved internal practices (i.e., both data input and special reports) in order to 
streamline the evaluation process, and firmer deadlines for internal discussions, fact-
finding, and reviews prior to evaluation result report issuance. 

As a result of the above enhancements and barring unforeseen circumstances, staff is 
confident that all LEA evaluations in this cycle will be completed within the 3-year 
timeframe. Based on data discussed in the LEA Evaluation Findings section on page 
five of this item, the Board is ahead of schedule for this cycle. If circumstances 
change, staff will examine, as needed, alternative approaches to the current statutory 
scheme for LEA evaluation, such as the establishment of a prioritization system based 
on jurisdictional performance, and/or examine other evaluation models to identify if 
the Board needs to modify its current system. 

Performance "Triggers" — As discussed above, the statutory LEA evaluation 
mandate (PRC 43214(b)) requires the Board to evaluate LEAs at least once every 
three years. Consequently, any LEA performance issues which occur in the interim 
may appear as remaining to be addressed during the next LEA evaluation. That is not 
the case. Permitting and Enforcement Division staff has established a set of 
"triggers" (attachment 4) to determine the appropriate time to initiate more timely 
assistance or provide direction to a LEA. These triggers identify and document 
negative trends in a LEA program that require correction outside the formal 
evaluation cycle. Corrective action entails specific measures by appropriate Board 
staff targeting the deficiency (i.e., specific training, document-processing guidance, 
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regulatory guidance, enforcement guidance, CEQA guidance, assistance involving 
other state agencies, etc.). Should this assistive process fail to correct deficiencies, 
the Board can audit the LEA through an immediate "out of cycle" full performance 
evaluation (as was the case for Merced County in September 2003), or, if conditions 
warrant, an agenda item with appropriate options for formal Board action. 

Permitting and Enforcement Division staff have discussed several additional ideas to 
provide better assistance to LEAs and to more readily document and evaluate both 
successful and deficient performance. These include: 1) conducting more frequent 
joint inspections with LEAs of all facility and operations types to "calibrate" Board 
and LEA perspectives; and 2) providing expanded training to LEAs and operators on 
multiple issues. Implementing these and related ideas should help improve LEA 
performance, prevent operational problems or solve them more rapidly, and help 
resolve permitting issues earlier in the permitting process. 

LEA Evaluation Findings 
Board staff began the third cycle of LEA evaluations in May 2003. Below is a 
summary of the LEA evaluations and their outcomes as of December 31, 2004: 
• Board staff completed 33 evaluations (see attachment 5 for specific details). Of the 

33 completed LEA evaluations: 
■ 21 LEAs were found to be fulfilling their duties and responsibilities; 
■ 5 LEAs were found to be fulfilling most of their duties and responsibilities; 
■ 7 LEAs were found to be not fulfilling all their duties and responsibilities; all 

7 required a workplan in order to address their evaluation findings; 
• 11 additional evaluations are currently at various stages of progress (including the 

Board as EA); and 
• 12 LEA evaluations remain to be scheduled over the course of this third 3-year 

cycle. 

Of the 33 completed evaluations, the following summarizes number of LEAs 
identified within each category of statutory finding: 
1. The enforcement agency failed to exercise due diligence in the inspection of 

closed solid waste facility(ies) and/or disposal site(s) [7]. 
2. The enforcement agency failed to prepare or caused to be prepared permits, permit 

revisions, or closure and postclosure maintenance plans [5]. 
3. The enforcement agency failed to take appropriate enforcement action [3]. 
4. The LEA failed to comply with, or has taken actions that are inconsistent with, or 

that are not authorized by statute and regulations [1]. 

In addition to program performance, the Madera County LEA has certification issues 
involving conflict of interest, following placement of the LEA program and the county 
waste management facility operations within the newly established county Resource 
Management Agency. This situation may require future Board action. 

LEA Evaluation Workplans - Evaluation staff typically monitors the LEA's progress 
on evaluation workplans at three, six, and nine-month intervals. Monitoring frequency 
may increase due to workplan requirements. Once the LEA completes the workplan 
tasks, the evaluation process is deemed complete. Evaluation workplans are vital tools 
which resolve most LEA performance/ compliance problems. The status of current LEA 
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involving conflict of interest, following placement of the LEA program and the county 
waste management facility operations within the newly established county Resource 
Management Agency.  This situation may require future Board action. 

 
LEA Evaluation Workplans - Evaluation staff typically monitors the LEA’s progress 
on evaluation workplans at three, six, and nine-month intervals.  Monitoring frequency 
may increase due to workplan requirements.  Once the LEA completes the workplan 
tasks, the evaluation process is deemed complete.  Evaluation workplans are vital tools 
which resolve most LEA performance/ compliance problems. The status of current LEA 
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evaluation workplans is as follows (see attachment 5 for more details): 
• Completed Workplans--three (3) LEAs completed their workplans in 2004 (City 

of San Jose, 2nd  cycle, February 2004; Siskiyou County, current cycle, November 
2004; Merced County, out-of-cycle, November 2004). 

• In-Progress Workplans--six (6) LEAs are working towards meeting the task 
compliance dates established in their workplans (Fresno County, Lake County, 
Mono/Alpine Counties, Placer County, Riverside County, San Bernardino County). 

• Under Development--two (2) LEAs are developing their workplans as a result of 
the current evaluation cycle (Madera County and Nevada County). 

LEA Program Assistance 
The Board implements a number of activities designed to support and enhance LEA 
efforts in performing their duties, including: 

Training and Technical Assistance: 
• timely targeted assistance that the Board accomplishes through a set of "triggers" 

(as discussed above); 
• training; opportunities offered to LEAs and Board inspectors throughout 2004 

included Inspector Safety and Unexploded Ordnances; Ionizing Radiation; Inspector 
Field Training Tour; Hands-On Landfill Gas Training; and Health and Safety 
Refresher; staff will discuss broader issues related to LEA and operator training and 
certification at the April 2005 Permitting and Enforcement Committee Meeting. 

Electronic Communication: 
• the SWIS database reflects facility compliance with State standards, tracks solid 

waste trends, provides management and geographic information, and documents 
all inspection, permitting, and closure data on a site by site basis; 

• a LEA network, which provides electronic mail, access to the Worldwide Web 
and LEA Central (LEA information center), and file transfer services among 
LEAs and the Board; 

• hardware, software, Internet service to LEAs that request it; 
• all-LEA e-mails that communicate Board staff advice and technical expertise to 

the LEAs. 

Partnerships: 
• a roundtable forum that provides an opportunity for LEAs, at various locations 

throughout the State, to address local issues and concerns, and to provide 
feedback to various Board divisions; 

• collaboration with the California Conference of Directors of Environmental 
Health via various meetings and other activities; 

• Board sponsorship of the Enforcement Advisory Council (EAC), which works to 
achieve coordinated, consistent statewide LEA enforcement programs by providing 
ongoing communication and a partnership between LEAs and the Board; 

• an annual Board/LEA Conference, which provides specific training to meet current 
needs of LEAs and Board staff; the 7th  Annual LEA/CIWMB Partnership Conference 
was held in March 2004. Over 200 attendees participated in technical sessions that 
ranged from "Performing Emergency Debris Management When Disaster Strikes" to 
"Solid Waste Facility Inspections, Compliance, and Emerging Trends". 
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Financial and Equipment: 
• LEA Grants are provided by the Board in compliance with statute; the Board 

disburses $1 5 million annually in non-competitive grant funds from its Integrated 
Waste Management Account. Common LEA uses for the grant money include 
equipment (vehicles, gas monitors, video and digital cameras, and computers), 
training, consultants, personnel costs and laboratory services; 

• a LEA Equipment Loan Program that assists LEAs by providing devices such as air 
monitoring instruments and any other available equipment as needed. In fiscal year 
2004 /2005 over 45 LEAs borrowed scientific and technical instrumentation and 
equipment, and approximately 30 LEAs received one-on-one technical training. 

B. Environmental Issues 
Staff is unaware of any CEQA or cross-media environmental issues relating to this item. 

C. Program/Long Term Impacts 
The LEA Evaluation Program is an existing program. As such, the long-term impact 
is to continue to improve LEA performance. 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
At the time this item was written, staff was not aware of any stakeholder issues or concerns. 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
Staff is not aware of specific significant fiscal impacts arising from this agenda item. 

F. Legal Issues 
Staff is not aware of specific significant legal impacts arising from this agenda item. 

G. Environmental Justice 
Staff is not aware of any environmental justice issues related to this agenda item. 

H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
This plan supports Strategic Plan Goal 4: Managing and mitigating the impacts of 
solid waste on public health and safety and the environment and promoting integrated 
and consistent permitting, inspection, and enforcement efforts. 

VI.  FUNDING INFORMATION 
This item does not require any Board fiscal action 

VII.  ATTACHMENTS 
1. Designation and Certification Process Flowchart 
2. LEA Evaluation Process Flowchart 
3. Process for Board Consideration of Actions Over LEAs 
4. Triggers for LEA Assistance (Branch Responsibilities for LEA Performance 

Assistance Independent of Evaluation Cycle) 
5. Third Cycle of LEA Evaluations Summary 
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VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A.  Program Staff: Gabe Aboushanab Phone: (916) 341-6379 
B.  Legal Staff: Steve Levine Phone: (916) 341-6064 
C.  Administration Staff: N/A Phone: 

IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION 
A.  Support 

Staff had not received any written support at 
publication. 

the time this item was submitted for 

B.  Opposition 
Staff had not received any written opposition 
publication. 

at the time this item was submitted for 
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DESIGNATION AND CERTIFICATION PROCESS 

DESIGNATION CERTIFICATION 

t Local Governing Body (LGB) designates 
single local agency as Enforcement Agency 

for proposed jurisdiction 

PRC 43203 (a - d) 

(Designated Local Agency develops and 
submits Enforcement Program Plan (EPP) 

to the Board requesting certification 

14 CCR 18077, 18076(a) J 

• 
 • Board staff (45 day) EPP completeness 

t-- 
Board Staff conducts 
Designation Information 

(45) day review of,  
Package (DIP) 

and acceptance 
 

14 CCR 18076 (a) (1&2) 

14 CCR 18051, 18054 (a) 

C Board staff (60 day) 

14 CCR 

EPP content review,  

18076 (b) 
r DIP complete and accepted by staff. 

LGB and Designated Local Agency 
notified 

14 CCR 18054 J 

c Board Agenda Item and recommendations: 
1. EPP - approval/disapproval 
2. Certification: PRC 43201, issued/denied 
3 Designation: PRC 43204, approved/disapproved \_. 

J 4 ‘ 
(-- 
— 
— 3̀. 

r 1 
Single Board Action 

1. EPP approval/disapproval, 14 CCR 18076(b) 
2. Certifications: PRC 43204, issue/deny 

Designation: PRC 43201, approval/disapproval 
— 
— 

Approve 

1r 

Disapprove/ 
Deny 

r Designated Local Agency becomes -. 
Certified Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) 

Board becomes Enforcement Agency 

PRC 43201, 43204, 43205 
PRC 43201 _1 

For clarification, the terms "designation" and "certification" are used throughout this process. LEAs must first 
be designated locally. If the designated agency meets certification requirements, the Board approves that 
designation and certifies the LEA. 
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14 CCR 18054

Designated Local Agency develops and
submits Enforcement Program Plan (EPP)
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PRC 43201

Board becomes Enforcement Agency

PRC 43201, 43204, 43205

Disapprove/
Deny

 
For clarification, the terms “designation” and “certification” are used throughout this process.   LEAs must first 
be designated locally.  If the designated agency meets certification requirements, the Board approves that 
designation and certifies the LEA.  
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LEAs are agencies designated by their local governing body (Board of Supervisors or City 
Council). Public Resources Code (PRC), Section 43207 states that no local governmental 
department or agency, or any employee thereof, which is the operating unit for a solid waste 
handling or disposal operation shall be the enforcement agency, or an employee thereof, for 
the types of solid waste handling or disposal operation it conducts. LEA certification 
regulations (California Code of Regulations, Title 14, (14 CCR) Chapter 5, Article 1, Section 
18011(15)) define "operating unit" as a local agency within the jurisdiction of the designating 
local governing body that operates, causes to operate, or administers contracts or agreements 
for any portion of a facility or solid waste handling and disposal system. Board LEA 
certification staff verifies that the agency designation precludes conflict of interest with local 
waste management entities (ownership and/or operation) in the manner required by statute and 
regulations. The designated agency must have experience in the enforcement of public health 
and environmental regulations. Prior to certifying an agency, the Board assesses designated 
agencies through a certification process spelled out in regulation (see reverse of this 
attachment). The regulatory assessment includes determination of staff adequacy, technical 
expertise, budget resources, training, and review and approval of an agency Enforcement 
Program Plan (EPP). All certification requirements must be maintained by LEAs and 
demonstrated through submittal of annual EPP updates. 
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LEA EVALUATION PROCESS 

Identify LEA for Evaluation, Notify LEA, Confirm in Writing 

I 

I, 
Obtain SW IS Reports 

co >. co  

co 0 

X 

Note Compliance Issues, Provide to Appropriate Division Staff, Request Status and 
Additional Data. Note Certification Maintenance Status 

a 
< 

Receive and Assess Division Staff Input 

Identify LEA Program Implementation Issues and LEA Program Strengths 

I Program Implemention Issues I 
No/Minor Yes 

+ + 

1  
Prepare Draft LEA Evaluation Results Compile Specific Information and 

Document on a Site by Site Basis 
co 

Internal Review of Draft LEA  
co 
k Evaluation Results Discuss Data with LEA for Verification 
a 
< 

Provide LEA with Draft LEA Evaluation 
Results and Arrange Exit Interview Receive and Revise Evaluation Data as 

Appropriate with Internal Verification 

lk Finalize LEA Evaluation Results Based  
on Draft Discussion During Exit Interview Prepare Draft LEA Evaluation Results 

co 
.1,  

In 
Internal Review Draft LEA Evaluation Results of 

k Provide LEA with LEA Evaluation 
Results 1 

V 
PROCESS COMPLETE Provide LEA with Draft Evaluation Results 

Arrange Exit Interview 
and 

Finalize LEA Evaluation Results Based on Draft 
During Exit Interview 

Discussion 

Provide LEA with 
Yes with Evaluation Results LEA Agrees Findings 

J 

v 

No 

V 
► 

 LEA Develops 
No 

L 
►  Administrative Conference Held Evaluation Workplan Yes 

I 
Yes Issues Resolved 

No 1 Evaluation Workplan Reviewed 

by 
Appropriate P&E Division Staff No 

V V 
Evaluation Workplan 

Approved 
Board Item Prepared, 

(Issues, Statutory Options) 

Yes 

V 

V-.1 
Board Directives 

Implemented by Staff 
.2  LEA Notified and Evaluation 

Workplan Implementation and 
Monitoring Begins 

* An administrative conference is held to resolve any conflicts arising from a LEA evaluation or 
subsequent evaluation workplan monitoring 
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Process for Board Consideration of Actions Over Local Enforcement Agencies 
(14 CCR 18087) 

Notice 
, 

Board staff sends notice of hearing to the 
LEA. The notice is deposited in the mail 30 
days prior to the hearing date. .i 

, . 
Agenda Item 

Board staff outlines events 
for Board action, and statutory/regulatory 
in an agenda item. 

, 

and issues, grounds 
options 

. 

, . 
Public Hearing 

Board staff presents agenda items 
LEA responds and presents relevant evidence and 
testimony. 
The Public is provided an opportunity to do the same. 

. 

r 
Final Action 

The Board considers all relevant evidence and 
testimony, announces its decision, and within 10 days, 
provides a written decision which includes the factual 
and legal basis for the decision. 

Withdrawal of Designation Approval and/or Decertification 

Local Governing Body (LGB) 
designation 

wishes to withdraw 

New agency designated Withdrawal of designation becomes effective 

when the Board notifies the LGB of its NO 

YES 

readiness to assume responsibility as the 

enforcement agency. Board assumption of 

enforcement agency duties occurs by the 

end of the current fiscal year, or, 90 days 

after the notice of withdrawal, whichever is 

Withdrawal of designation later. 

becomes effective upon Board 

approval of the new 

designation and Board 

certification of the new aaencv 
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certification of the new agency

YES

Withdrawal of Designation Approval and/or Decertification
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Branch Responsibilities for LEA Performance Assistance Independent of Evaluation Cycle 

Each Branch provides LEAs with ongoing assistance on a day to day basis utilizing: 
a set of indicators (Triggers; see reverse) for potential issues in LEA performance 
SWIS data for trend analysis 

The Board may direct staff to assist LEAs or investigat their performance as a result of information it receives 

1 
LEA does not improve performance 

Appropriate Branch uses its resources to resolve potential issues 
dates for assistance 

and improve LEA performance documenting agreements and end 

CONCERNS PERSIST 

Appropriate Branch and LEA Program Assistance and Evaluation Section 

. 

drafts correspondence notifying LEA of issues and consequences 
., 

CONCERNS PERSIST 

P  LEA Program Assistance and Evaluation Section and appropriate 
course of 

‘ Branch(es) meet to determine and implement 
action 

CONCERNS PERSIST 

LEA Program Assistance and Evaluation Section and 
develop an agreement 

appropriate Branch(es) meet with LEA supervision to 
to be monitored 

CONCERNS PERSIST 

e 
Appropriate Branch manager(s) meet with LEA Director to develop an agreement which identifies when the issue will be resolved. 

Monitoring continues 

CONCERNS PERSIST 

Administrative Conference with 
Permitting and Enforcement Deputy 
Director, appropriate supervisors and 
LEA management. The meeting is 
held to resolve issues. Monitoring 

continues. 

CONCERNS CONCERNS 

PERSIST PERSIST 

LEA Evaluation 
initiated Board Agenda Item 
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CONCERNS PERSIST
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TRIGGERS FOR LOCAL ENFORCEMENT AGENCY ASSISTANCE 

A. INSPECTION PROGRAM TRIGGERS 

1. Are permitted, illegal, inactive, abandoned, and exempt sites inspected according to the required 
regulatory frequency? 

2. Does the LEA send inspection reports to the CIWMB within 30 days? 
3. Does the LEA represent inspections correctly? 
4. Does the LEA fill out inspection forms correctly? 
5. If there are written complaints, is the LEA following up appropriately? 

B. ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM TRIGGERS 

1. If any of the LEA's sites are on the Inventory, has the LEA issued a compliance schedule within 
15 days and is following up appropriately? 

2. The LEA may not be taking appropriate enforcement action. 
3. Is the LEA writing enforcement orders correctly per CCR, Title 14, Section 18304? 
4. Is the LEA enforcing orders? 

C. PERMIT PROGRAM TRIGGERS 

1. Is the LEA submitting complete and/or correct packages per CCR, Title 27, Section 21685 and for 
tiered permit process? 

2. Are permit review reports and reissuances prepared adequately and submitted as required? 
3. Is the LEA preparing and issuing permits/RFI amendments according to the time frames? 
4. Is the LEA identifying and pursuing permits for active unpermitted facilities? 
5. Is the LEA properly processing owner/operator changes and/or RFI amendments per CCR, Title 

27, Sections 21665 and 21670? 
6. Is the LEA pursuing permit revisions as identified in the permit review report or during 

inspections? 
7. Is the LEA providing evidence of the required fmdings for permit/CEQA/RFI amendments 

correctly? 

D. CLOSURE PROGRAM TRIGGERS 

1. Have sites within the LEA's jurisdiction met applicable closure/postclosure requirements? 
2. Are closed sites within the jurisdiction inspected quarterly or at an approved Site Identification 

Process (SIP) frequency? 
3. Are any closed sites not maintaining compliance with closure/postclosure requirements as 

reported on closed site inspection forms? 
4. Are appropriate enforcement actions taken for facilities not complying with closure regulations? 
5. Are any sites in the LEA's jurisdiction listed for non-compliance with closure requirements? 
6. Is the LEA assessing closed, illegal, and abandoned sites that need to be investigated? 

E. CERTIFICATION PROGRAM TRIGGERS 

1. Are there any changes in the designation or responsibility of an LEA that may result in a conflict 
of interest? 

2. Is the LEA maintaining the staff technical expertise and levels identified in its EPP? 
3. Does the current budget indicate adequate resources? 
4. Is the EPP updated annually as required? 
5. Are training requirements being met? 
6. Is the EPP facility/site enumeration consistent with SWIS? If not, Certification staff will forward 

discrepancies to the appropriate Permitting and Inspection or Closure staff contacts to reconcile 
SWIS with the LEA's updated information. 

NOTE: All P&E Division branches will coordinate issues. When assistance is given to the LEA by CIWMB staff 
other branch contacts are notified so that other issues can be coordinated (as needed) at the same time. 

Board Meeting  Agenda Item 31 
March 15-16, 2005  Attachment 4 

TRIGGERS FOR LOCAL ENFORCEMENT AGENCY ASSISTANCE 
 
A.  INSPECTION PROGRAM TRIGGERS 
 

1. Are permitted, illegal, inactive, abandoned, and exempt sites inspected according to the required 
regulatory frequency? 

2. Does the LEA send inspection reports to the CIWMB within 30 days? 
3. Does the LEA represent inspections correctly? 
4. Does the LEA fill out inspection forms correctly? 
5. If there are written complaints, is the LEA following up appropriately? 

 
B. ENFORCEMENT PROGRAM TRIGGERS 
 

1. If any of the LEA’s sites are on the Inventory, has the LEA issued a compliance schedule within 
15 days and is following up appropriately? 

2. The LEA may not be taking appropriate enforcement action. 
3. Is the LEA writing enforcement orders correctly per CCR, Title 14, Section 18304? 
4. Is the LEA enforcing orders? 
 

C. PERMIT PROGRAM TRIGGERS 
 

1. Is the LEA submitting complete and/or correct packages per CCR, Title 27, Section 21685 and for 
tiered permit process? 

2. Are permit review reports and reissuances prepared adequately and submitted as required? 
3. Is the LEA preparing and issuing permits/RFI amendments according to the time frames? 
4. Is the LEA identifying and pursuing permits for active unpermitted facilities? 
5. Is the LEA properly processing owner/operator changes and/or RFI amendments per CCR, Title 

27, Sections 21665 and 21670? 
6. Is the LEA pursuing permit revisions as identified in the permit review report or during 

inspections? 
7. Is the LEA providing evidence of the required findings for permit/CEQA/RFI amendments 

correctly? 
 
D. CLOSURE PROGRAM TRIGGERS 
 

1. Have sites within the LEA's jurisdiction met applicable closure/postclosure requirements?  
2. Are closed sites within the jurisdiction inspected quarterly or at an approved Site Identification 

Process (SIP) frequency?  
3. Are any closed sites not maintaining compliance with closure/postclosure requirements as 

reported on closed site inspection forms?  
4. Are appropriate enforcement actions taken for facilities not complying with closure regulations? 
5. Are any sites in the LEA’s jurisdiction listed for non-compliance with closure requirements? 
6. Is the LEA assessing closed, illegal, and abandoned sites that need to be investigated? 

 
E. CERTIFICATION PROGRAM TRIGGERS 
 

1. Are there any changes in the designation or responsibility of an LEA that may result in a conflict 
of interest? 

2. Is the LEA maintaining the staff technical expertise and levels identified in its EPP? 
3. Does the current budget indicate adequate resources?  
4. Is the EPP updated annually as required? 
5. Are training requirements being met? 
6. Is the EPP facility/site enumeration consistent with SWIS? If not, Certification staff will forward 

discrepancies to the appropriate Permitting and Inspection or Closure staff contacts to reconcile 
SWIS with the LEA's updated information. 

 
NOTE:  All P&E Division branches will coordinate issues.  When assistance is given to the LEA by CIWMB staff 
other branch contacts are notified so that other issues can be coordinated (as needed) at the same time. 



Board Meeting THIRD CYCLE OF LEA EVALUATIONS Agenda Item 31 
March 15-16 2005 Attachment 5 

Jurisdiction 
Inspection 

Issues 

Permit and 
Closure 
Issues 

Enforcement  
Issues 

Certification 
Maintenance 

Issues 
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Alameda County 6/14/04 IN-PROGRESS 

Amador County 

Butte County 1b NONE NONE Staffing 8/6/2004 FULFILLED DUTIES (Issue 1b) 

Calaveras County NONE NONE NONE NONE 8/19/04 FULFILLED DUTIES 

City of Los Angeles 6/21/2004 IN-PROGRESS 

City of Pittsburg 1 b NONE NONE NONE 10/22/2003 FULFILLED MOST DUTIES (Finding 1b) 

City of San Diego NONE NONE NONE NONE 1/8/2004 FULFILLED DUTIES 

City of San Jose 12/27/04 IN-PROGRESS (2nd cycle workplan completed 2/2004) 

City of Vernon NONE NONE NONE NONE 5/20/2004 FULFILLED DUTIES 

City of West Covina NONE NONE NONE NONE 7/16/2003 FULFILLED DUTIES 

Colusa County 

Contra Costa County 1 b NONE NONE NONE 9/23/04 FULFILLED MOST DUTIES (Finding 1b) 

Del Norte County NONE NONE NONE NONE 6/28/2004 FULFILLED DUTIES 

El Dorado County 

Fresno County 2nd cycle 4/03 

2nd Cycle Workplan Approved 4/03 
SITE STATUS 
Clovis LF On-going monitoring 

Glenn County NONE NONE NONE NONE 6/17/04 FULFILLED DUTIES 

Humboldt County 8/23/04 IN-PROGRESS 

Imperial County NONE NONE NONE NONE 4/6/2004 FULFILLED DUTIES 

Inyo County 

Kern County 12/22/04 IN-PROGRESS 

Kings County NONE NONE NONE NONE 5/19/2004 FULFILLED DUTIES 
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Alameda County 6/14/04 IN-PROGRESS

Amador County

Butte County 1b NONE NONE Staffing 8/6/2004 FULFILLED DUTIES (Issue 1b)

Calaveras County NONE NONE NONE NONE 8/19/04 FULFILLED DUTIES

City of Los Angeles 6/21/2004 IN-PROGRESS

City of Pittsburg 1b NONE NONE NONE 10/22/2003 FULFILLED MOST DUTIES (Finding 1b)

City of San Diego NONE NONE NONE NONE 1/8/2004 FULFILLED DUTIES

City of San Jose 12/27/04 IN-PROGRESS (2nd cycle workplan completed 2/2004)

City of Vernon NONE NONE NONE NONE 5/20/2004 FULFILLED DUTIES

City of West Covina NONE NONE NONE NONE 7/16/2003 FULFILLED DUTIES

Colusa County

Contra Costa County 1b NONE NONE NONE 9/23/04 FULFILLED MOST DUTIES (Finding 1b) 

Del Norte County NONE NONE NONE NONE 6/28/2004 FULFILLED DUTIES

El Dorado County

Fresno County 2nd cycle 4/03

2nd Cycle Workplan Approved 4/03                                                                             
SITE                            STATUS                                                                                   
Clovis  LF                   On-going monitoring

Glenn County NONE NONE NONE NONE 6/17/04 FULFILLED DUTIES

Humboldt County 8/23/04 IN-PROGRESS

Imperial County NONE NONE NONE NONE 4/6/2004 FULFILLED DUTIES

Inyo County

Kern County 12/22/04 IN-PROGRESS

Kings County NONE NONE NONE NONE 5/19/2004 FULFILLED DUTIES

Page 1



Board Meeting THIRD CYCLE OF LEA EVALUATIONS Agenda Item 31 
March 15-16 2005 Attachment 5 

Jurisdiction 
Inspection 

Issues 

Permit and 
Closure 
Issues 

Enforcement 
Issues 

Certification 
Maintenance 

Issues 

Date 
Schedule/ 
Completion 

Date Workplan 
Approved Comments 

Lake County 1 a, 1 b 3a, 3b NONE NONE 5/19/2004 11/04 

EVALUATION WORKPLAN (Findings la, 1b, 3a, 3b) 
SITE STATUS 
Eastlake SLF On going monitoring 
Lakeport TS On-going monitoring 

Lassen/Modoc/Plumas/ 
Sierra 

Los Angeles County 9/27/04 IN-PROGRESS 

Madera County 3b 5 
conflict of 
interest staffing 9/27/04 1/05 

EVALUATION WORKPLAN (Finding 3b, 5) 
SITE STATUS 
Fairmead TS First monitoring due March 2005 
Mammoth TS First monitoring due March 2005 

Mariposa County NONE NONE NONE NONE 6/21/04 FULFILLED DUTIES 

Marin County NONE NONE NONE NONE 8/17/04 FULFILLED DUTIES 

Mendocino County NONE 3a NONE NONE 3/24/2004 FULFILLED MOST DUTIES (Finding 3a) 

Merced County Evaluation Workplan from outside cycle completed 11/2004 

Mono/Alpine Counties 2nd cycle 2/03 

2nd Cycle Workplan Approved 2/03 (Finding 3b, 5) 
SITE STATUS 
Benton Crossing LF On-going 
Pumice Valley LF On-going 
LEA did not comply with Evaluation Workplan during 1st and 2nd monitoring 
intervals 

Monterey County 

Napa County NONE NONE NONE NONE 6/22/2004 FULFILLED DUTIES 

Nevada County 1 b NONE NONE NONE 12/20/04 

EVALUATION WORKPLAN (Finding 1b) 
SITE STATUS 
Closed Sites Workplan under development (obtaining additional 
staff members) 

Orange County NONE NONE NONE NONE 10/22/2004 FULFILLED DUTIES 

Placer County NONE NONE 5 3/29/2004 8/04 

EVALUATION WORKPLAN (Finding 5) 
SITE STATUS 
Dutch Flat Diggins On-going 
Auburn LF On-going 

Riverside County NONE 3a, 3b NONE NONE 9/20/2004 12/04 

EVALUATION WORKPLAN (Findings 3a, 3b) 
SITE STATUS 
Edom Hill LF On-going 
Badlands LF On-going 

Sacramento County NONE NONE NONE NONE 12/23/2003 FULFILLED DUTIES 

San Benito County NONE NONE NONE NONE 10/13/2004 FULFILLED DUTIES 
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Lake County 1a, 1b 3a, 3b NONE NONE 5/19/2004 11/04

EVALUATION WORKPLAN (Findings 1a, 1b, 3a, 3b)                                                 
SITE                         STATUS                                                                                   
Eastlake SLF         On going monitoring                                                                       
Lakeport TS           On-going monitoring                  

Lassen/Modoc/Plumas/   
Sierra

Los Angeles County 9/27/04 IN-PROGRESS

Madera County 3b 5
conflict of 
interest;staffing 9/27/04 1/05

EVALUATION WORKPLAN (Finding 3b, 5)                                                                 
SITE                       STATUS                                                                                        
Fairmead TS         First monitoring due March 2005                                                    
Mammoth TS       First monitoring due March 2005                                          

Mariposa County NONE NONE NONE NONE 6/21/04 FULFILLED DUTIES

Marin County NONE NONE NONE NONE 8/17/04 FULFILLED DUTIES

Mendocino County NONE 3a NONE NONE 3/24/2004 FULFILLED MOST DUTIES (Finding 3a) 

Merced County Evaluation Workplan from outside cycle completed 11/2004

Mono/Alpine Counties 2nd cycle 2/03

2nd Cycle Workplan Approved 2/03 (Finding 3b, 5)                                                     
SITE                                      STATUS                                                                         
Benton Crossing LF           On-going                                                                            
Pumice Valley LF                  On-going                                                                         
LEA did not comply with Evaluation Workplan during 1st and 2nd monitoring 
intervals

Monterey County

Napa County NONE NONE NONE NONE 6/22/2004 FULFILLED DUTIES

Nevada County 1b NONE NONE NONE 12/20/04

EVALUATION WORKPLAN (Finding 1b)                                                                     
SITE                                     STATUS                                                                          
Closed Sites                         Workplan under development (obtaining additional 
staff members)

Orange County NONE NONE NONE NONE 10/22/2004 FULFILLED DUTIES

Placer County NONE NONE 5 3/29/2004 8/04

EVALUATION WORKPLAN (Finding 5)                                                                       
SITE                                  STATUS                                                                             
Dutch Flat Diggins            On-going                                                                             
Auburn LF                         On-going

Riverside County NONE 3a, 3b NONE NONE 9/20/2004 12/04

EVALUATION WORKPLAN (Findings 3a, 3b)                                                             
SITE                                  STATUS                                                                             
Edom Hill LF                    On-going                                                                      
Badlands LF                    On-going      

Sacramento County NONE NONE NONE NONE 12/23/2003 FULFILLED DUTIES

San Benito County NONE NONE NONE NONE 10/13/2004 FULFILLED DUTIES
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San Bernardino County NONE NONE 5 NONE 5/27/2004 8/04 

EVALUATION WORKPLAN (Finding 5 and 6) 
SITE STATUS 
7 Closed LFs On-going 
Vidal Junction On-going 
Waterman CIA LF On-going 

San Diego County 08/23/04 IN-PROGRESS 

San Francisco County 1 b NONE NONE NONE 12/15/2003 FULFILLED MOST DUTIES (Finding 1 b) 

San Joaquin County NONE NONE NONE NONE 12/18/2003 FULFILLED DUTIES 

San Mateo County 1 b NONE NONE NONE 5/17/2004 FULFILLED MOST DUTIES (Finding 1 b) 

Santa Barbara County NONE NONE NONE NONE 12/10/2003 FULFILLED DUTIES 

Santa Clara County NONE NONE NONE NONE 10/15/2003 FULFILLED DUTIES 

Shasta/Trinity County 5/10/04 IN PROGRESS 

Siskiyou County 1 b 3b NONE NONE 12/22/2003 4/04 EVALUATION WORKPLAN (Findings 1 b, 3b); Completed 11/04 

Solano NONE NONE NONE NONE 5/19/2004 FULFILLED DUTIES 

Sonoma NONE NONE NONE NONE 5/24/2004 FULFILLED DUTIES 

Tehama County 

Tulare County NONE NONE NONE Hearing Panel 8/30/04 IN-PROGRESS 

Tuolumne 

Ventura County NONE NONE NONE NONE 8/28/2003 FULFILLED DUTIES 

Yolo County 

Yuba/Sutter Counties 7/4/2004 IN-PROGRESS 

CIWMB EA Section 11/22/2004 IN PROGRESS 

56 total 
1. The LEA has failed to exercise due diligence in inspection solid waste facilities and disposal sites: a) active/permitted, b) closed, c) exempt, d) inactive, e) illegal 
2. The LEA has intentionally misrepresented the results of inspections. 
3. The LEA has failed to prepare or cause to be prepared permits, permit revisions, or closure and postclosure maintenance plans 

a) Permit Review Reports, b) Permits, Permit Revisions/Modifications, c) Closure/Postclosure plans. 
4. The LEA has approved permits, permit revisions, or closure and postclosure maintenance plans which are inconsistent with statute. 
5. The LEA has failed to take appropriate enforcement action. 
6. The LEA has failed to comply with, or has taken actions that are inconsistent with, or that are not authorized by statute and regulations. 

Definitions 

Fulfilled Duties: No negative findings were made with respect to six statutory evaluation criteria. However, a minor issue may exist that can be corrected. 

Fulfilled Most Duties: The LEA failed to perform required inspections or minor deficiency addressed during evaluation process. No workplan necessary. 

Evaluation Workplan: Evaluation staff identified program deficiencies. LEA required to develop workplan to correct deficiencies. 
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San Bernardino County NONE NONE 5 NONE 5/27/2004 8/04

EVALUATION WORKPLAN (Finding 5 and 6)                                                             
SITE                                    STATUS                                                                           
7 Closed LFs                      On-going                                                                            
Vidal Junction                     On-going                                                                           
Waterman CIA LF              On-going

San Diego County 08/23/04 IN-PROGRESS

San Francisco County 1b NONE NONE NONE 12/15/2003 FULFILLED MOST DUTIES (Finding 1b)

San Joaquin County NONE NONE NONE NONE 12/18/2003 FULFILLED DUTIES

San Mateo County 1b NONE NONE NONE 5/17/2004 FULFILLED MOST DUTIES (Finding 1b)

Santa Barbara County NONE NONE NONE NONE 12/10/2003 FULFILLED DUTIES

Santa Clara County NONE NONE NONE NONE 10/15/2003 FULFILLED DUTIES

Shasta/Trinity County 5/10/04 IN PROGRESS

Siskiyou County 1b 3b NONE NONE 12/22/2003 4/04 EVALUATION WORKPLAN (Findings 1b, 3b); Completed 11/04

Solano NONE NONE NONE NONE 5/19/2004 FULFILLED DUTIES

Sonoma NONE NONE NONE NONE 5/24/2004 FULFILLED DUTIES

Tehama County

Tulare County NONE NONE NONE Hearing Panel 8/30/04 IN-PROGRESS

Tuolumne

Ventura County NONE NONE NONE NONE 8/28/2003 FULFILLED DUTIES

Yolo County

Yuba/Sutter Counties 7/4/2004 IN-PROGRESS

CIWMB EA Section 11/22/2004 IN PROGRESS

56 total
1.  The LEA has failed to exercise due diligence in inspection solid waste facilities and disposal sites:  a) active/permitted,    b) closed,  c) exempt,  d) inactive,   e) illegal 
2.  The LEA has intentionally misrepresented the results of inspections.
3.  The LEA has failed to prepare or cause to be prepared permits, permit revisions, or closure and postclosure maintenance plans
      a) Permit Review Reports,  b) Permits, Permit Revisions/Modifications,  c) Closure/Postclosure plans.
4.  The LEA has approved permits, permit revisions, or closure and postclosure maintenance plans which are inconsistent with statute.
5.  The LEA has failed to take appropriate enforcement action.
6.  The LEA has failed to comply with, or has taken actions that are inconsistent with, or that are not authorized by statute and regulations.

Definitions

Fulfilled Duties:    No negative findings were made with respect to six statutory evaluation criteria. However, a minor issue may exist that can be corrected.
Fulfilled Most Duties: The LEA failed to perform required inspections or minor deficiency addressed during evaluation process. No workplan necessary.

Evaluation Workplan:     Evaluation staff identified program deficiencies. LEA required to develop workplan to correct deficiencies.
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In Progress: LEA current y undergoing evaluation 
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In Progress:      LEA currently undergoing evaluation
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LEA Evaluation Results 

Evaluation Workplan 19 

Fulfilling Most Duties (Findings) 
ID Evaluation 

Fulfilling Most Duties (Issues) 21% Workplan 
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Fulfilling Duties 37%01h1 

Duties (Findings) Aio 0 Fulfilling Most 
Duties (Issues) 

29% 

a) Inspection Frequency 

13% 
0 Fulfilling Duties 

b) Permit/Permit Revision/Other Permit 
c) Closure/Post Closure 
d) Appropriate Enforcement 
e) Staffing 
f) Budget Resources 
g) EPP Update/Component 
h) Other 

Issue 

California Integrated Waste Management Board
LEA Evaluation Results

Cycle Ending March 1996

Evaluation Workplan 12

Fulfilling Most Duties (Findings) 16

Fulfilling Most Duties (Issues) 7

Fulfilling Duties 21

21%

29%
13%

37%

Evaluation
Workplan 
Fulfilling Most
Duties (Findings)
Fulfilling Most
Duties (Issues)
Fulfilling Duties

a) Inspection Frequency
b) Permit/Permit Revision/Other Permit Issue
c) Closure/Post Closure 
d) Appropriate Enforcement
e) Staffing
f) Budget Resources
g) EPP Update/Component
h) Other



California Integrated Waste Management Board 
Board Meeting 

March 15-16, 2005 
AGENDA ITEM 32 

ITEM 
Discussion And Request For Rulemaking Direction To Notice Revisions To The Proposed 
Regulations For Long-Term Gas Violation For An Additional 15-Day Comment Period And Request 
For Direction On Whether To Initiate Separate Rulemaking To Include Additional Amendments To 
The Existing State Minimum Standards For Gas Monitoring And Control At Active Sites 

I.  ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
The long-term gas violation policy (LTGV policy) currently in effect was developed to 
enable Board Members to concur with or object to a solid waste facility permit (SWFP) 
when a long-term violation of state minimum standards (SMS) for landfill gas exists. 

In September 2003 the Permitting and Enforcement Committee directed staff to develop a new 
regulation to codify the LTGV policy. Staff was to include language specifying that the 
facility must not pose an imminent threat; the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) must have 
issued an enforcement order with a compliance schedule and the operator must be making 
progress towards correcting the violation that is consistent with the compliance schedule. In 
addition, the language was to address all of ten long-term gas violation regulatory concepts 
previously developed in 2001-2002 and include a provision for administrative civil penalties. 

The primary purpose of this item is to request further rulemaking direction on initiation 
of an additional 15 day comment period process to codify the LTGV policy. Staff also is 
seeking direction on whether to initiate a separate rulemaking to include amendments to 
the existing SMS for gas monitoring and control, as recommended in the 2004 "Landfill 
Compliance Study." 

II.  ITEM HISTORY 
A LTGV policy was initially considered at the July 20, 1994, Permitting and Enforcement 
Committee and the July 27, 1994, Board meetings. At that time, the Board adopted a 
practice for considering concurrence in the issuance of revised permits for facilities with 
long-term landfill gas violations. The Board revisited the LTGV policy at its November 14, 
2000, meeting. At that meeting, the Board directed staff to provide analyses specific to: (1) 
the "good faith" effort that is to be demonstrated by the operator and (2) the "threat to public 
health, safety, or environment" as these items pertain to the procedure. 

A month later, the California State Auditor published a report containing a finding that the 
LTGV policy was inconsistent with State law. At its January 2001 meeting, the Board 
directed staff to work with two Board Member offices to develop regulatory concepts and 
bring them to the Board for consideration. Working jointly with Board Members, staff 
developed ten regulatory concepts. The Board also directed staff to seek input from a group 
of landfill gas experts on the technical issues of the ten concepts. The Permitting and 
Enforcement Committee further discussed this at its August 2002 meeting. 

In September 2003 the Permitting and Enforcement Committee directed staff to develop a 
new regulation that codifies the existing LTGV policy including the ten regulatory 
concepts and a provision for administrative civil penalties. 
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March 15-16, 2005 
AGENDA ITEM 32 

ITEM 
Discussion And Request For Rulemaking Direction To Notice Revisions To The Proposed 
Regulations For Long-Term Gas Violation For An Additional 15-Day Comment Period And Request 
For Direction On Whether To Initiate Separate Rulemaking To Include Additional Amendments To 
The Existing State Minimum Standards For Gas Monitoring And Control At Active Sites 

I. ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
The long-term gas violation policy (LTGV policy) currently in effect was developed to 
enable Board Members to concur with or object to a solid waste facility permit (SWFP) 
when a long-term violation of state minimum standards (SMS) for landfill gas exists.   
 
In September 2003 the Permitting and Enforcement Committee directed staff to develop a new 
regulation to codify the LTGV policy.  Staff was to include language specifying that the 
facility must not pose an imminent threat; the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) must have 
issued an enforcement order with a compliance schedule and the operator must be making 
progress towards correcting the violation that is consistent with the compliance schedule.  In 
addition, the language was to address all of ten long-term gas violation regulatory concepts 
previously developed in 2001-2002 and include a provision for administrative civil penalties.  

 
The primary purpose of this item is to request further rulemaking direction on initiation 
of an additional 15 day comment period process to codify the LTGV policy.  Staff also is 
seeking direction on whether to initiate a separate rulemaking to include amendments to 
the existing SMS for gas monitoring and control, as recommended in the 2004 “Landfill 
Compliance Study.” 
 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
A LTGV policy was initially considered at the July 20, 1994, Permitting and Enforcement 
Committee and the July 27, 1994, Board meetings.  At that time, the Board adopted a 
practice for considering concurrence in the issuance of revised permits for facilities with 
long-term landfill gas violations.  The Board revisited the LTGV policy at its November 14, 
2000, meeting.  At that meeting, the Board directed staff to provide analyses specific to: (1) 
the “good faith” effort that is to be demonstrated by the operator and (2) the “threat to public 
health, safety, or environment” as these items pertain to the procedure.  

 
A month later, the California State Auditor published a report containing a finding that the 
LTGV policy was inconsistent with State law.  At its January 2001 meeting, the Board 
directed staff to work with two Board Member offices to develop regulatory concepts and 
bring them to the Board for consideration.  Working jointly with Board Members, staff 
developed ten regulatory concepts.  The Board also directed staff to seek input from a group 
of landfill gas experts on the technical issues of the ten concepts. The Permitting and 
Enforcement Committee further discussed this at its August 2002 meeting. 

 
In September 2003 the Permitting and Enforcement Committee directed staff to develop a 
new regulation that codifies the existing LTGV policy including the ten regulatory 
concepts and a provision for administrative civil penalties.  
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In November 2003 Board staff held an informal workshop on draft regulations. 

The formal rulemaking process was initiated by a 45 public comment period which ended 
on December 22, 2004. An additional public hearing was also held during the 
January 2005 Permitting and Enforcement Committee meeting. 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
1. Direct staff to formally notice the proposed LTGV regulations for 15 day comment 

period with all staff recommended changes in response to public input. 
2. Direct staff to make revisions to their recommended changes in response to public 

input to the proposed regulations and formally notice the proposed LTGV regulation 
for 15 day comment period. 

3. Direct staff to conduct further refinement of changes to the proposed LTGV regulation 
based on public comments and return to the Board at a future meeting for direction to 
formally notice the proposed regulation for 15-day comment period. 

4. Direct staff to initiate a separate rulemaking to include amendments to the existing state 
minimum standards (SMS) for gas monitoring and control at active sites. Staff will 
return to the Board with a separate item proposing specific changes in the regulations 
and requesting direction to initiate a 45-day comment period. 

IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Board direct staff to implement Option 1. Staff also requests 
that the Board provide direction regarding Option 4. 

V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 

Background 
In 1994, anticipating the potential of revised permits needing to be heard by the 
Board prior to resolution of certain long-term landfill gas problems, the Board 
adopted a LTGV practice for considering concurrence in or objection to a proposed 
SWFP when a SMS violation for landfill gas exists. The practice was developed to 
provide a link between the Board's permitting obligations and the Board's assessment 
of the compliance status of facilities with landfill gas migration problems by 
clarifying the conditions under which Board concurrence could be appropriately 
granted. In particular, the practice applies to permit revisions for facilities with long-
term violations (i.e., that take longer than 90 days to correct) with no imminent threat 
to public health and safety and the environment. The practice assumes that the SWFP 
application was deemed complete by the LEA and the statutory time frame for a 
decision to issue or not issue the permit has started. 

A major step in the practice is the determination by staff of the presence of an 
imminent threat. Section 27 CCR 18350(d) defines an imminent threat to public 
health or safety or the environment to mean a violative condition which is creating a 
substantial probability of harm, when the probability and potential extent of harm 
make it reasonably necessary to take immediate action to prevent, reduce, or mitigate 
the damages to persons, property, natural resources, or the public health or safety. If 
it is determined that an imminent threat exists, then staff would find that the long-
term violation practice does not apply. 
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In November 2003 Board staff held an informal workshop on draft regulations. 
 
The formal rulemaking process was initiated by a 45 public comment period which ended 
on December 22, 2004.  An additional public hearing was also held during the  
January 2005 Permitting and Enforcement Committee meeting. 
 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
1. Direct staff to formally notice the proposed LTGV regulations for 15 day comment 

period with all staff recommended changes in response to public input. 
2. Direct staff to make revisions to their recommended changes in response to public 

input to the proposed regulations and formally notice the proposed LTGV regulation 
for 15 day comment period. 

3. Direct staff to conduct further refinement of changes to the proposed LTGV regulation 
based on public comments and return to the Board at a future meeting for direction to 
formally notice the proposed regulation for 15-day comment period. 

4. Direct staff to initiate a separate rulemaking to include amendments to the existing state 
minimum standards (SMS) for gas monitoring and control at active sites. Staff will 
return to the Board with a separate item proposing specific changes in the regulations 
and requesting direction to initiate a 45-day comment period. 

 
IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends that the Board direct staff to implement Option 1.  Staff also requests 
that the Board provide direction regarding Option 4. 

 
V. ANALYSIS 

A. Key Issues and Findings 
Background 
In 1994, anticipating the potential of revised permits needing to be heard by the 
Board prior to resolution of certain long-term landfill gas problems, the Board 
adopted a LTGV practice for considering concurrence in or objection to a proposed 
SWFP when a SMS violation for landfill gas exists.  The practice was developed to 
provide a link between the Board’s permitting obligations and the Board’s assessment 
of the compliance status of facilities with landfill gas migration problems by 
clarifying the conditions under which Board concurrence could be appropriately 
granted.  In particular, the practice applies to permit revisions for facilities with long-
term violations (i.e., that take longer than 90 days to correct) with no imminent threat 
to public health and safety and the environment.  The practice assumes that the SWFP 
application was deemed complete by the LEA and the statutory time frame for a 
decision to issue or not issue the permit has started.  
 
A major step in the practice is the determination by staff of the presence of an 
imminent threat.  Section 27 CCR 18350(d) defines an imminent threat to public 
health or safety or the environment to mean a violative condition which is creating a 
substantial probability of harm, when the probability and potential extent of harm 
make it reasonably necessary to take immediate action to prevent, reduce, or mitigate 
the damages to persons, property, natural resources, or the public health or safety.  If 
it is determined that an imminent threat exists, then staff would find that the long-
term violation practice does not apply. 
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If no imminent threat exists and there is a long-term violation, the LEA will prepare 
an enforcement order with a time schedule for achieving compliance. If an 
enforcement order already exists, staff will make a determination about the operator's 
"good faith" effort to achieve compliance. To do this, staff will review the 
enforcement order issued by the LEA and the operator's compliance with that order 
in completing the required tasks by the required deadlines. 

In the 11 years since its adoption, the LTGV practice has been used 21 times for 
revised permits developed by LEAs throughout the state. 

Key Issues 
The establishment of a landfill gas control system requires detailed investigation, 
design, construction, testing, and modifications which may require a number of 
months or, many times, more than a year to complete. A system must be "fine tuned" 
to fit the particular site's characteristics taking into account the site's geology, 
geography, waste and gas characterizations, gas generation rate volumes, as well as 
other considerations. Therefore, it typically takes up to two years to fully implement 
a landfill gas control system. 

Utilization of the LTGV practice, which is now embodied within the draft regulations, 
has allowed facility operators to revise their permits to address changes in the solid 
waste infrastructure. In some cases, permit revisions have facilitated compliance with 
the gas control standard by increasing the amount of capital available to the operator to 
invest in a control system. 

Attachment 1 summarizes comments received during the formal 45 day comment 
period which ended on December 22, 2004, and the pubic hearing before the 
Permitting and Enforcement Committee on January 10, 2005. Attachment 1 also 
includes staff's responses to these comments, indicating where staff proposes to 
change the regulations, add additional language to the statement of reasons, or make 
no change at all. The proposed regulations for the 15-day comment period, including 
staff's proposed changes, are included in Attachment 2. 

In addition to the changes summarized in Attachment 1 staff has also received 
informal comments on an issue that is related to the LTGV practice. Several LEAs 
and the Enforcement Advisory Council (EAC) have requested that the Board revise 
the landfill gas SMS so that the more detailed SMS currently applicable to closed 
solid waste disposal sites would also apply to active sites. This was one of the 
recommendations included in the Landfill Compliance Study recently completed for 
the Board by GeoSyntec, Inc., in 2004. The study specifically recommended that the 
Board "Require same landfill gas (LFG) monitoring and control at active landfills as 
for closed landfills." Accordingly, staff requests direction to initiate a separate 
rulemaking to include additional amendments to the state minimum standards for 
active sites to provide this additional guidance. 

Staffs reasoning for this is as follows. Both active and closed solid waste disposal sites 
are required by regulation to fully implement an adequate gas monitoring program to 
determine compliance with gas standards (i.e., 5% methane by volume in air at property 
boundary and 1.25% methane by volume in air within on site structures). However, the 
regulations for closed sites contain specific criteria regarding monitoring and controls 
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If no imminent threat exists and there is a long-term violation, the LEA will prepare 
an enforcement order with a time schedule for achieving compliance.  If an 
enforcement order already exists, staff will make a determination about the operator’s 
“good faith” effort to achieve compliance.  To do this, staff will review the 
enforcement order issued by the LEA and the operator’s compliance with that order 
in completing the required tasks by the required deadlines.   

 
In the 11 years since its adoption, the LTGV practice has been used 21 times for 
revised permits developed by LEAs throughout the state. 

 
Key Issues 
The establishment of a landfill gas control system requires detailed investigation, 
design, construction, testing, and modifications which may require a number of 
months or, many times, more than a year to complete.  A system must be “fine tuned” 
to fit the particular site’s characteristics taking into account the site’s geology, 
geography, waste and gas characterizations, gas generation rate volumes, as well as 
other considerations.  Therefore, it typically takes up to two years to fully implement 
a landfill gas control system. 

 
Utilization of the LTGV practice, which is now embodied within the draft regulations, 
has allowed facility operators to revise their permits to address changes in the solid 
waste infrastructure.  In some cases, permit revisions have facilitated compliance with 
the gas control standard by increasing the amount of capital available to the operator to 
invest in a control system. 

 
Attachment 1 summarizes comments received during the formal 45 day comment 
period which ended on December 22, 2004, and the pubic hearing before the 
Permitting and Enforcement Committee on January 10, 2005.  Attachment 1 also 
includes staff’s responses to these comments, indicating where staff proposes to 
change the regulations, add additional language to the statement of reasons, or make 
no change at all. The proposed regulations for the 15-day comment period, including 
staff’s proposed changes, are included in Attachment 2. 
 
In addition to the changes summarized in Attachment 1 staff has also received 
informal comments on an issue that is related to the LTGV practice.  Several LEAs 
and the Enforcement Advisory Council (EAC) have requested that the Board revise 
the landfill gas SMS so that the more detailed SMS currently applicable to closed 
solid waste disposal sites would also apply to active sites.  This was one of the 
recommendations included in the Landfill Compliance Study recently completed for 
the Board by GeoSyntec, Inc., in 2004.  The study specifically recommended that the 
Board “Require same landfill gas (LFG) monitoring and control at active landfills as 
for closed landfills.”  Accordingly, staff requests direction to initiate a separate 
rulemaking to include additional amendments to the state minimum standards for 
active sites to provide this additional guidance. 
 
Staff’s reasoning for this is as follows.  Both active and closed solid waste disposal sites 
are required by regulation to fully implement an adequate gas monitoring program to 
determine compliance with gas standards (i.e., 5% methane by volume in air at property 
boundary and 1.25% methane by volume in air within on site structures).  However, the 
regulations for closed sites contain specific criteria regarding monitoring and controls 
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(e.g., number, placement, depth of wells, etc.) while the regulations for active sites are 
non-specific. Staff suggests that it would be appropriate to be more specific as to what 
type of landfill gas monitoring and control would be necessary at active sites to 
determine compliance with SMS for gas, in order to provide additional guidance for 
complying with the proposed LTGV standards. Applying the more detailed SMS for 
closed sites would be appropriate because both closed and active sites must meet the 
same gas migration SMS. Because existing regulations already require proper 
monitoring for gas migration at active sites, the incorporation of specific criteria would 
not require additional monitoring but would provide guidance as to what an adequate, 
proper system should include. 

These additional regulatory changes are outside the scope of the proposed long-term 
gas violation regulations but could be included in a new separate rulemaking process 
should the Board so decide. 

B. Environmental Issues 
The California Environmental Quality Act will be addressed during the rule making 
process. 

C. Program/Long Term Impacts 
Resolution of the long-term gas violation issue will add clarity to the landfill permit process. 

No long-term impacts have been noted at the time the item was prepared. 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Final resolution of the long-term gas violation issue will positively support LEAs in 
the landfill permitting process and provide clarity to landfill operators. 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
An economic and fiscal analysis has been done during the formal rulemaking process. 
The findings were that these regulations will have no significant fiscal impacts. 

F. Legal Issues 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any legal issues related to this item. 

G. Environmental Justice 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any environmental justice issues 
related to this item. 

H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
This item supports Strategic Plan Goal 4 by managing and mitigating the impacts of 
solid waste on public health and safety and the environment. 

VI.  FUNDING INFORMATION 
Not Applicable 

VII.  ATTACHMENTS 
1. Response to comments on Long Term Gas Violation Standards 
2. Proposed Long-Term Gas Violation Regulations 
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(e.g., number, placement, depth of wells, etc.) while the regulations for active sites are 
non-specific.  Staff suggests that it would be appropriate to be more specific as to what 
type of landfill gas monitoring and control would be necessary at active sites to 
determine compliance with SMS for gas, in order to provide additional guidance for 
complying with the proposed LTGV standards.  Applying the more detailed SMS for 
closed sites would be appropriate because both closed and active sites must meet the 
same gas migration SMS.  Because existing regulations already require proper 
monitoring for gas migration at active sites, the incorporation of specific criteria would 
not require additional monitoring but would provide guidance as to what an adequate, 
proper system should include. 
 
These additional regulatory changes are outside the scope of the proposed long-term 
gas violation regulations but could be included in a new separate rulemaking process 
should the Board so decide. 
 

B. Environmental Issues 
The California Environmental Quality Act will be addressed during the rule making 
process. 
 

C. Program/Long Term Impacts 
Resolution of the long-term gas violation issue will add clarity to the landfill permit process.   
 
No long-term impacts have been noted at the time the item was prepared. 
 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Final resolution of the long-term gas violation issue will positively support LEAs in 
the landfill permitting process and provide clarity to landfill operators. 

 
E. Fiscal Impacts 

An economic and fiscal analysis has been done during the formal rulemaking process.  
The findings were that these regulations will have no significant fiscal impacts. 

 
F. Legal Issues 

Based on available information, staff is not aware of any legal issues related to this item. 
 

G. Environmental Justice 
Based on available information, staff is not aware of any environmental justice issues 
related to this item. 
 

H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
This item supports Strategic Plan Goal 4 by managing and mitigating the impacts of 
solid waste on public health and safety and the environment. 
 

VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
Not Applicable 
 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1. Response to comments on Long Term Gas Violation Standards  
2. Proposed Long-Term Gas Violation Regulations 
 



Board Meeting Agenda Item-32 
March 15-16, 2005 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff: John Bell Phone: (916) 341-6368 
B. Legal Staff: Michael Bledsoe Phone: (916) 341-6058 
C. Administration Staff: N/A Phone: N/A 

IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION 
A. Support 

Staff had not received any written support at the time this item was submitted for 
publication. 

B. Opposition 
Other than the comments received during the 45-day comment period and public 
hearing, which are summarized in Attachment 1, staff had not received any written 
opposition at the time this item was submitted for publication. 
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VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff:  John Bell Phone:  (916) 341-6368 
B. Legal Staff:  Michael Bledsoe Phone:  (916) 341-6058 
C. Administration Staff:  N/A Phone:  N/A 
 

IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION  
A. Support 

Staff had not received any written support at the time this item was submitted for 
publication.   

B. Opposition 
Other than the comments received during the 45-day comment period and public 
hearing, which are summarized in Attachment 1, staff had not received any written 
opposition at the time this item was submitted for publication. 
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Response to comments on Long-Term Gas Violation Standards 

Regulation 
section 

Comment Response 

1. 21685 (d) Waste Management-Unsure of Staff will add language to the statement of 
reasons indicating that compliance with an 
enforcement order applies only to those 
portions of the order where the timeline has 
passed or upcoming timeline will not be 
met. No change needed in proposed 
regulations. 

compliance period for Notice & 
Order. 

2. 21685(d)(1)(B) Orange County-Need to clarify Existing wording is consistent with Subtitle 
D. Staff will add language to the statement 
of reasons clarifying the circumstances 
under which external monitoring might be 
sufficient to demonstrate compliance at the 
permitted boundary. No change needed in 
proposed regulations. 

compliance point boundary 
location. 

3. 21685(d)(3) Orange County-Unclear on No change needed in proposed regulations. 
period for reporting monitoring 
results 

4. 21685(d)(4) Orange County- What is the Staff will add language to the statement of 
reasons indicating that the determination 
can be part of the permit application 
package, a letter notice, or part of the Notice 
and Order. No change needed in the 
proposed regulations. 

appropriate form for an 
imminent threat determination? 

5. 21685(d)(5) Orange County- How is the 90 Staff will add language to the statement of 
reasons indicating that a written 
determination is sufficient and that the 
CIWMB can provide assistance on this 
determination if asked. No change needed 
in the proposed regulations. 

day determination made? 

6. 21685(d)(6)(C) Glenn County- Question on Staff will add language to the statement of 
reasons clarifying that failure of the 
CIWMB to review and comment after 

CIWMB review of the LEA 
enforcement order. 

receipt of a draft order will not constitute a 
reason to deny issuance of the permit. No 
change needed in the proposed regulations. 

7. 21685(d)(8) Orange County- Repetition of The repetition is intended to put all relevant 
provisions in one place, thereby making 
their use easier. No change needed in the 
proposed regulations. 

possible enforcement actions. 

8. 21685(d)(8)(A) Rural Counties ES WA-Question Staff will revise the wording to further 
clarify that the listed enforcement actions 
were optional and not mandatory. 

on possible additional 
enforcement actions. 

Board Meeting  Agenda Item 32 
March 15-16, 2005  Attachment 1 

Response to comments on Long-Term Gas Violation Standards 
 

Regulation                  
section 

                       Comment                Response 

1. 21685 (d) Waste Management-Unsure of 
compliance period for Notice & 
Order. 

Staff will add language to the statement of 
reasons indicating that compliance with an 
enforcement order applies only to those 
portions of the order where the timeline has 
passed or upcoming timeline will not be 
met.  No change needed in proposed 
regulations. 

2. 21685(d)(1)(B) Orange County-Need to clarify 
compliance point boundary 
location. 

Existing wording is consistent with Subtitle 
D.  Staff will add language to the statement 
of reasons clarifying the circumstances 
under which external monitoring might be 
sufficient to demonstrate compliance at the 
permitted boundary. No change needed in 
proposed regulations. 

3. 21685(d)(3) Orange County-Unclear on 
period for reporting monitoring 
results 

No change needed in proposed regulations. 

4. 21685(d)(4) Orange County- What is the 
appropriate form for an 
imminent threat determination? 

Staff will add language to the statement of 
reasons indicating that the determination 
can be part of the permit application 
package, a letter notice, or part of the Notice 
and Order.   No change needed in the 
proposed regulations. 

5. 21685(d)(5) Orange County- How is the 90 
day determination made? 
 

Staff will add language to the statement of 
reasons indicating that a written 
determination is sufficient and that the 
CIWMB can provide assistance on this 
determination if asked.  No change needed 
in the proposed regulations. 

6. 21685(d)(6)(C) Glenn County- Question on 
CIWMB review of the LEA 
enforcement order.  

Staff will add language to the statement of 
reasons clarifying that failure of the 
CIWMB to review and comment after 
receipt of a draft order will not constitute a 
reason to deny issuance of the permit.  No 
change needed in the proposed regulations. 

7. 21685(d)(8) Orange County- Repetition of 
possible enforcement actions. 

The repetition is intended to put all relevant 
provisions in one place, thereby making 
their use easier.  No change needed in the 
proposed regulations. 

8. 21685(d)(8)(A) Rural Counties ES JPA-Question 
on possible additional 
enforcement actions. 

Staff will revise the wording to further 
clarify that the listed enforcement actions 
were optional and not mandatory. 
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9. 21685(d)(8)(A) Glenn County- Question on Same as for comment 8 above. 
possible additional enforcement 
actions. 

10. 21685(d)(9) Orange County- Question on No change needed in the proposed 
regulations. interpretation of the timeline for 

submittal of investigative 
reports. 

11. 21685(d)(9) Rural Counties ES WA —Current Staff will add language to the statement of 
reasons that this could be complied with 
through the CEQA process and therefore 
fulfill the requirement. 

regulatory language, as proposed, 
would unnecessarily impose 
redundant impact analyses. 

12.21685(d)(9)(A) Orange County-Typographical Staff agrees to correct. 
error. 

13.21685(d)(9)(A)(ii) Orange County- Clarification is Staff will revise the wording to clarify LEA 
is not enforcing other agency's criteria. needed for the LEA role in 

assessment of impacts to air and 
water quality. 

14.21685(d)(9)(A)(ii) Glenn County- Delete LEA role Same response as for comment 13 above. 
in assessment of impacts to air 
and water quality. 
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9. 21685(d)(8)(A) Glenn County- Question on 
possible additional enforcement 
actions. 

Same as for comment 8 above. 
 

10. 21685(d)(9) Orange County- Question on 
interpretation of the timeline for 
submittal of investigative 
reports. 

No change needed in the proposed 
regulations. 
 

11. 21685(d)(9) Rural Counties ES JPA –Current 
regulatory language, as proposed, 
would unnecessarily impose 
redundant impact analyses. 

 Staff will add language to the statement of 
reasons that this could be complied with 
through the CEQA process and therefore 
fulfill the requirement. 

12.21685(d)(9)(A) Orange County-Typographical 
error.  

Staff agrees to correct. 

13.21685(d)(9)(A)(ii) Orange County- Clarification is 
needed for the LEA role in 
assessment of impacts to air and 
water quality. 

Staff will revise the wording to clarify LEA 
is not enforcing other agency’s criteria. 

14.21685(d)(9)(A)(ii) Glenn County- Delete LEA role 
in assessment of impacts to air 
and water quality. 

Same response as for comment 13 above. 
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California Code of Regulations 
Title 27, Environmental Protection 
Division 2, Solid Waste 
Subdivision 1, Consolidated Regulations for Treatment, Storage or Disposal of Solid Waste 
Chapter 4, Documentation and Reporting for Regulatory Tiers, Permits, WDRs, and Plans 
Subchapter 3, Development of Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) and Solid Waste Facility Permits 
Article 3.1. CIWMB - CIWMB Requirements 

21685. CIWMB - Proposed Permit; CIWMB Processing Requirements. (T14: §18207, §17608) 

(a) The CIWMB shall stamp the proposed permit with the date of receipt at the time the envelope is opened. The CIWMB shall 
consider each proposed permit, any public testimony, and comments. Written comments may be submitted to the CIWMB and 
will become part of the CIWMB record. Such written comments shall be made available to the EA. 

(b) The CIWMB shall not concur in issuance of the proposed permit if the following information, if applicable, has not been 
submitted to the EA and the CIWMB pursuant to PRC section 44009: 

(1) Complete and correct Report of Facility Information as certified by the EA, 
(2) EA's Permit Review Report pursuant to section 21675, 
(3) EA's proposed permit written pursuant to this Subchapter. 
(4) (A) Information that the facility is identified and described in or conforms with the County Solid Waste 

Management Plan (PRC section 50000); and that the facility is consistent with the city or county General 
Plan and compatible with surrounding land use, in accordance with PRC section 50000.5; or 
(B) After a countywide or regional agency integrated waste management plan has been approved by the 
CIWMB, the EA's finding that the facility has met the requirements of PRC section 50001. 

(5) Documentation sufficient for the CIWMB to deem that a Preliminary or Final Closure/Postclosure Maintenance 
Plan is consistent with closure and postclosure maintenance state minimum standards (including, but not limited to, 
Chapters 3 and 4) for those portions of the plan subject to CIWMB jurisdiction, if applicable; 

(i) For closure plans submitted as part of a JTD, the determination whether the plans are consistent 
with state minimum standards shall be made within 60 days of the plans being considered complete 
pursuant to section 21860(c). 

(ii) This preliminary determination shall constitute the staff recommendation for the Board 
consideration of concurrence with a SWFP unless the application package, of which the JTD was a 
part, is amended or modified. 

(iii) This determination is solely for the Board consideration of concurrence with a SWFP and does not 
constitute any final determination for the closure plans review process pursuant to section 21860. 

(6) Land Use and/or Conditional Use Permits; 
(7) (A) Current documentation of acceptable funding levels for Financial Assurances Documentation in 

accordance with Chapter 6, if applicable; and 
(B) Current documentation of compliance with Operating Liability Requirements, if applicable (Chapter 6). 

(8) The CIWMB shall ensure the facility is operating consistent with State Minimum Standards, pursuant to Subchapter 
4 of Chapter 3 of this subdivision or applicable minimum standards in Title 14 (section 17200 et seq.), 
(9) The EA finding that existing CEQA documentation is consistent with and supports the proposed permit and RFI or 
supporting information indicating the EA has found that approval of the proposed permit would not lead to any adverse 
environmental impacts and is exempt from the requirements of CEQA. 

(c) The CIWMB shall either concur or object to the issuance of the proposed permit within sixty days of receipt, except as 
authorized by PRC section 44009, or by operator's consent. If the CIWMB objects to a proposed permit, it shall accompany its 
objection with an explanation of its action, which may suggest conditions or other amendments that may render the proposed 
permit unobjectionable; however, such suggestions do not constitute approval of the proposed permit subject to incorporation of 
the suggestions. 

(d) For the purposes of CIWMB's determination to concur in or to object to a proposed permit pursuant to subsection (c) above, a 
facility that has landfill decomposition gases exceeding the compliance levels in Sections 20919.5 or 20921, or at which a hazard 
or nuisance may exist pursuant to Section 20919, shall be considered to be consistent with State Minimum Standards specified in 
Sections 20919, 20919.5, and 20921 for purposes of subdivision (b) (8) of this section if all of the following requirements have 
been satisfied with respect to the facility (for the purposes of this subsection, "facility" includes "disposal site" 0: 
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21685. CIWMB - Proposed Permit; CIWMB Processing Requirements. (T14: §18207, §17608) 
 
(a) The CIWMB shall stamp the proposed permit with the date of receipt at the time the envelope is opened.  The CIWMB shall 
consider each proposed permit, any public testimony, and comments.  Written comments may be submitted to the CIWMB and 
will become part of the CIWMB record.  Such written comments shall be made available to the EA. 
 
(b) The CIWMB shall not concur in issuance of the proposed permit if the following information, if applicable, has not been 
submitted to the EA and the CIWMB pursuant to PRC section 44009: 
 

(1) Complete and correct Report of Facility Information as certified by the EA, 
(2) EA’s Permit Review Report pursuant to section 21675, 
(3) EA's proposed permit written pursuant to this Subchapter. 
(4) (A) Information that the facility is identified and described in or conforms with the County Solid Waste 

Management Plan (PRC section 50000); and that the facility is consistent with the city or county General 
Plan and compatible with surrounding land use, in accordance with PRC section 50000.5; or 
(B) After a countywide or regional agency integrated waste management plan has been approved by the 
CIWMB, the EA’s finding that the facility has met the requirements of PRC section 50001. 

 (5) Documentation sufficient for the CIWMB to deem that a Preliminary or Final Closure/Postclosure Maintenance 
Plan is consistent with closure and postclosure maintenance state minimum standards (including, but not limited to, 
Chapters 3 and 4) for those portions of the plan subject to CIWMB jurisdiction, if applicable; 

(i) For closure plans submitted as part of a JTD, the determination whether the plans are consistent 
with state minimum standards shall be made within 60 days of the plans being considered complete 
pursuant to section 21860(c). 

(ii) This preliminary determination shall constitute the staff recommendation for the Board 
consideration of concurrence with a SWFP unless the application package, of which the JTD was a 
part, is amended or modified. 

(iii) This determination is solely for the Board consideration of concurrence with a SWFP and does not 
constitute any final determination for the closure plans review process pursuant to section 21860. 

(6) Land Use and/or Conditional Use Permits; 
(7)  (A) Current documentation of acceptable funding levels for Financial Assurances Documentation in 

accordance with Chapter 6, if applicable; and 
(B) Current documentation of compliance with Operating Liability Requirements, if applicable (Chapter 6). 

(8) The CIWMB shall ensure the facility is operating consistent with State Minimum Standards, pursuant to Subchapter 
4 of Chapter 3 of this subdivision or applicable minimum standards in Title 14 (section 17200 et seq.), 
(9) The EA finding that existing CEQA documentation is consistent with and supports the proposed permit and RFI or 
supporting information indicating the EA has found that approval of the proposed permit would not lead to any adverse 
environmental impacts and is exempt from the requirements of CEQA. 

 
(c) The CIWMB shall either concur or object to the issuance of the proposed permit within sixty days of receipt, except as 
authorized by PRC section 44009, or by operator’s consent.  If the CIWMB objects to a proposed permit, it shall accompany its 
objection with an explanation of its action, which may suggest conditions or other amendments that may render the proposed 
permit unobjectionable; however, such suggestions do not constitute approval of the proposed permit subject to incorporation of 
the suggestions. 
 
(d) For the purposes of CIWMB’s determination to concur in or to object to a proposed permit pursuant to subsection (c) above, a 
facility that has landfill decomposition gases exceeding the compliance levels in Sections 20919.5 or 20921, or at which a hazard 
or nuisance may exist pursuant to Section 20919, shall be considered to be consistent with State Minimum Standards specified in 
Sections 20919, 20919.5, and 20921 for purposes of subdivision (b) (8) of this section if all of the following requirements have 
been satisfied with respect to the facility (for the purposes of this subsection, “facility” includes “disposal site”.): 
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a) The operator shall have delivered all notices to the EA and owner as required by Sections 20919, 20919.5, and 20937 as 
applicable. 

(A). The site-specific compliance level applicable to the facility shall be the lesser of that specified in (i) the facility's 
JTD/RFI, closure and postclosure maintenance plans, or the permit for the facility, or (ii) shall be the levels specified 
in Sections 20919.5 or 20921, as applicable. 

(B). The facility's compliance boundary for landfill decomposition gas migration shall be the permitted facility 
boundary or other alternate boundary within the permitted facility boundary approved by the EA 

al The EA shall have forwarded to CIWMB all notifications;  received pursuant to subdivision (d)(1) above. 
(3) Landfill gas monitoring has been and is being conducted at least monthly, at a minimum, after notice to the EA and shall 

continue until the operator has complied with the enforcement order issued pursuant to subdivision (d)(6) below. 
(A) The EA has determined that landfill decomposition gas generated by the facility does not constitute an imminent and 

substantial threat to public health and safety or the environment. 
(A). For purposes of this section, an imminent and substantial threat to public health and safety or the environment is 
defined as a condition which is creating a substantial probability of harm, when the probability and potential extent of 
harm make it reasonably necessary to take immediate action to prevent, reduce, or mitigate the harm to persons, 
property, natural resources, or the public health or safety. 

(5) The EA has determined that to come into compliance with Sections 20919, 20919.5, and 20921 it will take the operator 
longer than 90 days due to the time it takes to plan and implement appropriate corrective measures. 

(§) The facility is operating under an enforcement order issued to the operator and which meets all of the following 
requirements: 

(A). The order was issued pursuant to 14 CCR 18304.1(a)(3) and includes a compliance schedule for bringing the 
facility into compliance,with Sections 20919, 20919.5, and 20921, 

(B). A final order has been issued pursuant to 14 CCR 18304.2. 
(C). A copy of the proposed order and _any amended order Pronosed by the EA was provided to the CIWMB for review 
and comment prior to its issuance. 

(7) The EA has reviewed and approved and the CIWMB has reviewed all investigation reports or results, proposed workplans, 
or proposed gas mitigation measures submitted pursuant to the enforcement order issued pursuant to subdivision (d)(6). 

(A). If possible, all parties shall mutually agree to time frames for EA and CIWMB review of the submitted 
documents so that all reviews can be completed expeditiously. In the event agreement cannot be reached, the EA and 
CIWMB shall determine the schedule§ for their reviews. 

(1 The operator is in compliance with the approved gas mitigation measures or workplan approved by the EA and specified in 
the enforcement order, 

(A). If the operator fails to comply with the enforcement order, the EA shall, as necessary and appropriate: 
(i). Take additional enforcement action, ifteladifwhich may include the imposition of administrative civil 

penalties in an amount from one hundred dollars ($100) up to five thousand dollars ($5,000) for each 
day on which a violation occurs pursuant to Section 45011 of the Public Resources Cod; or 

(ii). Take direct cleanup action pursuant to an appropriate enforcement order. 
(B). If the EA fails to take appropriate enforcement action as specified in 14 CCR 18084(d), CIWMB may take 
enforcement action pursuant to 14 CCR 18350. 

(C). If the CIWMB takes enforcement action in lieu of the EA, any required public hearing shall be conducted by the 
CIWMB Executive Director or his/her designee. 

(9) For facilities that propose a facility property boundary expansion, ea footprint expansion, cn.n other increase in facility 
capacity Oeter-a4=eeft.i.eal4 as part of the permit application i , 
investigations or analyses respecting landfill decomposition gases at the facility must have been conducted by the operator 
prior to the submittal of the permit application to the EA and the results of such investigations and analyses shall be 
submitted to the EA, afid CIWMB, RWOCB, APCD/AOMD, and any other appropriate agency prior to or concurrent with 
the permit application. 

(A). The investigations or analyses and shall evaluate: 
a Whether the proposed expansion may increase the magnitude or complexity of the noncompliance with 

Sections 20919, 20919.5, and 20921 
(ii). Whether the proposed expansion may cause potential impacts to water quality and air quality or other 

impacts outside the jurisdiction of the EA. 
(B). If the results of the investigations and analyses_ conducted pursuant to this subdivision (d)(9)igijawarrant, the 
operator shall include an analysis and additional feasible control measures as part of the gas mitigation measures or 
workplan specified in the order required by subdivision (d)(6). 

(de) If an applicant or enforcement agency requests that revisions, additions or amendments be considered, these will be 
considered in accordance with the conditions specified in section 21580 and Subsection (e) of section 21650 respectively. 

Note: Authority cited: Sections 40502 and 43020, Public Resources Code. 
Reference: Sections 43103, 44007-44010, and 44014, Public Resources Code. 
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(1) The operator shall have delivered all notices to the EA and owner as required by Sections 20919, 20919.5, and 20937 as 
applicable.  

(A). The site-specific compliance level applicable to the facility shall be the lesser of that specified in (i) the facility’s 
JTD/RFI, closure and postclosure maintenance plans, or the permit for the facility, or (ii) shall be the levels specified 
in Sections 20919.5 or 20921, as applicable. 

(B). The facility’s compliance boundary for landfill decomposition gas migration shall be the permitted facility 
boundary or other alternate boundary within the permitted facility boundary approved by the EA  

(2) The EA shall have forwarded to CIWMB all notifications, received pursuant to subdivision (d)(1) above.  
(3) Landfill gas monitoring has been and is being conducted at least monthly, at a minimum, after notice to the EA and shall 

continue until the operator has complied with the enforcement order issued pursuant to subdivision (d)(6) below. 
(4) The EA has determined that landfill decomposition gas generated by the facility does not constitute an imminent and 

substantial threat to public health and safety or the environment. 
(A). For purposes of this section, an imminent and substantial threat to public health and safety or the environment is 
defined as a condition which is creating a substantial probability of harm, when the probability and potential extent of 
harm make it reasonably necessary to take immediate action to prevent, reduce, or mitigate the harm to persons, 
property, natural resources, or the public health or safety. 

(5) The EA has determined that to come into compliance with Sections 20919, 20919.5, and 20921 it will take the operator 
longer than 90 days due to the time it takes to plan and implement appropriate corrective measures. 

(6) The facility is operating under an enforcement order issued to the operator and which meets all of the following 
requirements: 

(A). The order was issued pursuant to 14 CCR 18304.1(a)(3) and includes a compliance schedule for bringing the 
facility into compliance with Sections 20919, 20919.5, and 20921. 

(B). A final order has been issued pursuant to 14 CCR 18304.2. 
(C). A copy of the proposed order and any amended order proposed by the EA was provided to the CIWMB for review 
and comment prior to its issuance. 

(7) The EA has reviewed and approved and the CIWMB has reviewed all investigation reports or results, proposed workplans, 
or proposed gas mitigation measures submitted pursuant to the enforcement order issued pursuant to subdivision (d)(6). 

(A).   If possible, all parties shall mutually agree to time frames for EA and CIWMB review of the submitted 
documents so that all reviews can be completed expeditiously.  In the event agreement cannot be reached, the EA and 
CIWMB shall determine the schedules for their reviews. 

(8) The operator is in compliance with the approved gas mitigation measures or workplan approved by the EA and specified in 
the enforcement order, 

(A).  If the operator fails to comply with the enforcement order, the EA shall, as necessary and appropriate:  
(i). Take additional enforcement action, including which may include the imposition of administrative civil 

penalties in an amount from one hundred dollars ($100) up to five thousand dollars ($5,000) for each 
day on which a violation occurs pursuant to Section 45011 of the Public Resources Code, or 

(ii). Take direct cleanup action pursuant to an appropriate enforcement order. 
(B). If the EA fails to take appropriate enforcement action as specified in 14 CCR 18084(d), CIWMB may take 
enforcement action pursuant to 14 CCR 18350. 

(C). If the CIWMB takes enforcement action in lieu of the EA, any required public hearing shall be conducted by the 
CIWMB Executive Director or his/her designee. 

(9) For facilities that propose a facility property boundary expansion, or a footprint expansion, or any other increase in facility 
capacity (lateral or vertical) as part of the permit application submitted pursuant to subdivision (a) of this section, 
investigations or analyses respecting landfill decomposition gases at the facility must have been conducted by the operator 
prior to the submittal of the permit application to the EA and the results of such investigations and analyses shall be 
submitted to the EA, and CIWMB, RWQCB, APCD/AQMD, and any other appropriate agency prior to or concurrent with 
the permit application.  

(A).  The investigations or analyses and shall evaluate: 
(i). Whether the proposed expansion may increase the magnitude or complexity of the noncompliance with 

Sections 20919, 20919.5, and 20921   
(ii). Whether the proposed expansion may cause potential impacts to water quality and air quality or other 

impacts outside the jurisdiction of the EA. 
(B). If the results of the investigations and analyses conducted pursuant to this subdivision (d)(9)(A)(i) warrant, the 
operator shall include an analysis and additional feasible control measures as part of the gas mitigation measures or 
workplan specified in the order required by subdivision (d)(6). 

 
(de) If an applicant or enforcement agency requests that revisions, additions or amendments be considered, these will be 
considered in accordance with the conditions specified in section 21580 and Subsection (e) of section 21650 respectively. 
 
Note:  Authority cited:  Sections 40502 and 43020, Public Resources Code. 

Reference:  Sections 43103, 44007-44010, and 44014, Public Resources Code. 
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AGENDA ITEM 33 
ITEM 
Consideration Of Updated List Of Delegations; Additional Delegations; And, Process For 
Streamlined Staff Consent Agenda Items 

I.  ISSUE/PROBLEM STATEMENT 
The purpose of this item is threefold: 

First, staff is seeking to update the comprehensive list of existing delegations from the 
Board to the Executive Director. The last time that the comprehensive list of delegations 
was updated was in January 1995. Since that time, a number of duties have been 
approved for delegation in individual agenda items. Proposed Resolution #2005-54 
collects those existing delegations into one document for clarity and ease of use. 

Second, at its January workshop on Internal Process and Planning, the Board discussed 
whether or not to include additional tasks on this list of delegations and directed staff to 
come back with an item proposing new delegations for Board consideration. 

Finally, at that workshop, the Board also directed staff to prepare an item to establish a 
streamlined procedure for a staff consent agenda process for items that typically would 
require little or no discussion at Committee and Board meetings, but which the Board did 
not deem appropriate for delegation. 

II.  ITEM HISTORY 
On December 11, 1991, the Board approved Resolution 91-92, which listed a number of 
delegations from the Board to the Executive Director. 

On November 17, 1993, the Board approved the addition of several items to the list of 
delegations and these were included with the previously approved delegations in 
Resolution 93-133. 

Subsequent to November 1993, the Board approved a number of other delegations 
individually. 

On January 23, 1995, Chairman Jesse Huff signed a new compilation of delegations 
which included additional delegations that had been approved by the Board since 1993. 

On January 27, 2005, the Board directed staff to prepare an item for updating and 
revising the list of delegations, and to establish a staff consent agenda item process. 

III.  OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
1. Delegations 

A. Approve the list of updated and new delegations in proposed Resolution 2005-54. 
B. Modify the proposed new delegations, and then approve Resolution 2005-54. 
C. Take no action. 
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Board to the Executive Director. The last time that the comprehensive list of delegations 
was updated was in January 1995. Since that time, a number of duties have been 
approved for delegation in individual agenda items. Proposed Resolution #2005-54 
collects those existing delegations into one document for clarity and ease of use. 
 
Second, at its January workshop on Internal Process and Planning, the Board discussed 
whether or not to include additional tasks on this list of delegations and directed staff to 
come back with an item proposing new delegations for Board consideration. 
 
 
Finally, at that workshop, the Board also directed staff to prepare an item to establish a 
streamlined procedure for a staff consent agenda process for items that typically would 
require little or no discussion at Committee and Board meetings, but which the Board did 
not deem appropriate for delegation.  
 

II. ITEM HISTORY 
On December 11, 1991, the Board approved Resolution 91-92, which listed a number of 
delegations from the Board to the Executive Director. 
 
On November 17, 1993, the Board approved the addition of several items to the list of 
delegations and these were included with the previously approved delegations in 
Resolution 93-133. 
 
Subsequent to November 1993, the Board approved a number of other delegations 
individually.  
 
On January 23, 1995, Chairman Jesse Huff signed a new compilation of delegations 
which included additional delegations that had been approved by the Board since 1993.   
 
On January 27, 2005, the Board directed staff to prepare an item for updating and 
revising the list of delegations, and to establish a staff consent agenda item process. 
 

III. OPTIONS FOR THE BOARD 
1. Delegations 

A. Approve the list of updated and new delegations in proposed Resolution 2005-54.  
B. Modify the proposed new delegations, and then approve Resolution 2005-54. 
C. Take no action. 
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2. Staff Consent Agenda Process 
A. Approve the staff consent agenda process in proposed Resolution 2005-55. 
B. Modify, and then approve the staff consent agenda process in proposed 

Resolution 2005-55. 
C. Take no action. 

IV.  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
Staff recommends that the Board choose options 1.A. and 2.A.: approve proposed 
Resolutions 2005-54 and 2005-55. 

V.  ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 

The purpose of this item is threefold: 

First, staff is seeking to update the comprehensive list of existing delegations from the 
Board to the Executive Director. The last time that the comprehensive list of delegations 
was updated was in January 1995. Since that time, a number of duties have been 
approved for delegation in individual agenda items. Proposed Resolution #2005-54 
collects those existing delegations into one document for clarity and ease of use. 

Second, at its January workshop on Internal Process and Planning, the Board discussed 
whether or not to include additional tasks on this list of delegations and directed staff to 
come back with an item proposing new delegations for Board consideration. 

Finally, at that workshop, the Board also directed staff to prepare an item to establish 
a streamlined procedure for a staff consent agenda process for items that typically 
would require little or no discussion at Committee and Board meetings, but which the 
Board did not deem appropriate for delegation. 

Background 
Authority for Delegation 
Public Resources Code Section 40430 provides in part, that: 

"The board may delegate any power, duty, purpose, function, and jurisdiction to 
the executive director which the board determines to be appropriate... The 
executive director may redelegate any of the powers, duties, purposes, functions, 
and jurisdiction which are delegated to him or her by the board to his or her 
subordinates." 

Purpose of Delegation 
In general, the purpose of delegating is to allow the Board to focus its attention and 
energy on the duties that it considers to be most significant by allowing minor and 
routine agreements and documents to be reviewed, approved and/or executed by staff. 
As noted in the most recent compilation of delegations (attachment 1): 

"...in order to carry out the responsibilities, commitment and administration of 
the Board, numerous minor and routine agreements and documents must be 
executed for and on behalf of the Board... the time for presentation to, and action 
by, the Board for each and every such matter is extensive for both the Board and 
staff, and often delays the Board's receipt of essential goods and services..." 
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2. Staff Consent Agenda Process  
A. Approve the staff consent agenda process in proposed Resolution 2005-55. 
B. Modify, and then approve the staff consent agenda process in proposed 

Resolution 2005-55. 
C. Take no action. 

 
IV. STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends that the Board choose options 1.A. and 2.A.: approve proposed 
Resolutions 2005-54 and 2005-55. 
 

V. ANALYSIS 
A. Key Issues and Findings 

The purpose of this item is threefold: 
 
First, staff is seeking to update the comprehensive list of existing delegations from the 
Board to the Executive Director. The last time that the comprehensive list of delegations 
was updated was in January 1995. Since that time, a number of duties have been 
approved for delegation in individual agenda items. Proposed Resolution #2005-54 
collects those existing delegations into one document for clarity and ease of use. 
 
Second, at its January workshop on Internal Process and Planning, the Board discussed 
whether or not to include additional tasks on this list of delegations and directed staff to 
come back with an item proposing new delegations for Board consideration. 
 
Finally, at that workshop, the Board also directed staff to prepare an item to establish 
a streamlined procedure for a staff consent agenda process for items that typically 
would require little or no discussion at Committee and Board meetings, but which the 
Board did not deem appropriate for delegation.  

 
Background 
Authority for Delegation 
Public Resources Code Section 40430 provides in part, that: 

"The board may delegate any power, duty, purpose, function, and jurisdiction to 
the executive director which the board determines to be appropriate… The 
executive director may redelegate any of the powers, duties, purposes, functions, 
and jurisdiction which are delegated to him or her by the board to his or her 
subordinates." 
 

Purpose of Delegation 
In general, the purpose of delegating is to allow the Board to focus its attention and 
energy on the duties that it considers to be most significant by allowing minor and 
routine agreements and documents to be reviewed, approved and/or executed by staff. 
As noted in the most recent compilation of delegations (attachment 1): 
 

 “…in order to carry out the responsibilities, commitment and administration of 
the Board, numerous minor and routine agreements and documents must be 
executed for and on behalf of the Board… the time for presentation to, and action 
by, the Board for each and every such matter is extensive for both the Board and 
staff, and often delays the Board’s receipt of essential goods and services…” 
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Thus, the delegation provides that its purpose is to: 

"...authorize the Executive Director, on behalf of the Board, to render certain 
decisions and execute certain documents which are administrative in nature and 
which involve matters which are not contested, controversial or have significant 
impact on integrated waste management policy, or are necessary for the 
preservation of the public health and safety or the environment..." (emphasis added) 

The delegation also notes later that one of the purposes of the delegation is "in order 
to achieve efficiency of operations." 

In practice, the delegation has been used both for the smooth day-to-day operation of 
the Board's activities and for less frequent items that are administrative in nature 
which do not involve policy decisions. For example, the delegation is relied upon by 
the Department of General Services as it authorizes the Board to make purchases of 
office supplies and execute mandatory services contracts. Likewise, the delegation 
authorizes the Executive Director to complete all of the paperwork necessary to 
submit rulemaking files to the Office of Administrative Law, once the Board has 
approved a regulatory package. 

It is important to keep in mind that even if a particular task is contained on the 
list of delegations, if there are circumstances regarding it which would make it 
controversial, contested, or otherwise significant, that task would not fit within 
the delegation and would still come before the Board. 

Previous Board Delegations 
On December 11, 1991, the Board approved Resolution 91-92, which listed a number 
of delegations from the Board to the Executive Director. 

On November 17, 1993, the Board approved the addition of several items to the list of 
delegations and these were included with the previously approved delegations in 
Resolution 93-133. 

Subsequent to November 1993, the Board approved a number of other delegations 
individually. 

On January 23, 1995, Chairman Jesse Huff signed a new compilation of delegations 
which included additional delegations that had been approved by the Board since 1993. 

On January 27, 2005, the Board directed staff to prepare an item for updating and 
revising the list of delegations, and to establish a staff consent agenda process. 

Key Issues 

►Updating Current Compilation 
As noted above, the most recent compilation of delegations was signed on January 23, 
1995 and is provided as attachment 1. After stating the general purpose of the delegation, 
it then provides a more specific list of delegations in several categories concerning: 
• The procurement of goods, services and consultant services 
• The approval of permits and related documents for solid waste facilities 
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• The initiation and undertaking of certain enforcement and compliance actions 
• The Recycling Tax Credit 
• Plastic beverage connectors 
• The procedural requirements of the Administrative Procedure Act 
• Redelegation 

Finally, the delegation reserves the Board's authority on any of the matters listed by 
providing that: 

"...the Board affirms its overall responsibility for the legally mandated duties of the 
organization, and approves the delegations of authority in order to achieve efficiency 
of operations and better serve the People of California by enabling the Board to 
provide the leadership and guidance necessary in achieving the ambitious goals of 
the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989, as amended...." 

Subsequent Delegations 
Since the last time that all of the delegations were compiled in one list, a number of 
additional delegations have been individually approved by the Board. 

The Administration and Finance Division has had three delegations approved: 
• Acceptance of Used Oil Incentive Claim/Reports Submitted After the 45th  day 
• Award and execute contracts, amendment, change orders to expend funding 

received by the Board from grants (federal) 
• Proposed Finding for Unreliable Contractor List 

The Division of Planning and Local Assistance has had two delegations approved: 
• Approval of AB 75 plans 
• Review of AB 75 annual reports 

The Permitting and Enforcement Division has four delegations which were separately 
approved in connection with regulations: 
• Emergency Waivers — Condition, limit, suspend, or terminate 
• LEA Asbestos Program authorization 
• Duties of the Board acting as the enforcement agency 
• Stipulated Temporary Agreement - Condition, limit, suspend, or terminate 

The Waste Prevention and Markets Division has had one delegation approved in 
connection with regulations: 
• Assessment of penalties for late and non-filing of Newsprint Consumer Certification 

The Special Waste Division has had two delegations approved: 
• Disbursal of funds for used oil recycling block grant entitlement program 
• Appeals for used oil block grant application deadline disputes 

Obsolete Delegations 
Since the last time that all of the delegations were compiled in one list, one of the 
delegations has become obsolete: 
• The Plastic Beverage Container Connector law has been revised, moved, and the 

requirements relating to exemptions which were dealt with in the delegation have 
been repealed 
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Proposed Resolution #2005-54 collects all of the Board's existing delegations into 
one document, adds some clarifying language for some of the delegations that were 
not explicitly included in the earlier resolutions but which were clearly included in 
previous explicit delegations, and removes the obsolete delegation. 

► Adding New Delegations 
As noted above, at its January workshop on Internal Process and Planning, the Board 
discussed whether or not to include additional tasks on this list of delegations and 
directed staff to come back with an item proposing new delegations for Board 
consideration. During that discussion, the Board indicated its willingness to include a 
number of additional duties within its delegation to the Executive Director 
where the matters were all or mostly administrative in nature, or they were the 
type of tasks that would involve little or no discretion or subjective evaluation. 
These duties are noted and briefly discussed below and have been included in 
proposed Resolution #2005-54 under the heading "New Delegations." 

It is important to keep in mind that, as with the existing delegations, even if a 
particular task from these additional delegations is contained on the list of 
delegations, if there are circumstances regarding it which would make it 
controversial, contested, or otherwise significant, that task would not fit within 
the delegation and would still come before the Board. 

• Confirmation of fulfillment of contracts 

Individual Contract Managers are responsible for ensuring contract terms have 
been met for the purposes of concluding the contract and making the final 
payment. If a contract requires a report with policy recommendations, staff will 
use these recommendations, among other things, in preparing an agenda item to 
be presented to the Board for consideration. 

• Conducting the required 45-day public hearing for regulations where the Board has 
not directed that it wants the hearing to occur at a committee or Board meeting 

This is a requirement of the Administrative Procedures Act, but the Board is not 
required to participate in this public hearing if it does not elect to. Board discussion 
and consideration would still occur during other parts of the rulemaking process. 

• Approval RMDZ zone designations 

These approvals are administrative in nature given the objective criteria for being 
designated. The Board would still be provided with periodic updates. 

• Approval of RMDZ Loan Committee Member additions 

These approvals are administrative in nature. The Board would still be provided 
with periodic updates. 

• Approval of RMDZ zone expansions 
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previous explicit delegations, and removes the obsolete delegation. 
 
►Adding New Delegations 
As noted above, at its January workshop on Internal Process and Planning, the Board 
discussed whether or not to include additional tasks on this list of delegations and 
directed staff to come back with an item proposing new delegations for Board 
consideration. During that discussion, the Board indicated its willingness to include a 
number of additional duties within its delegation to the Executive Director 
where the matters were all or mostly administrative in nature, or they were the 
type of tasks that would involve little or no discretion or subjective evaluation. 
These duties are noted and briefly discussed below and have been included in 
proposed Resolution #2005-54 under the heading “New Delegations.”  
 
It is important to keep in mind that, as with the existing delegations, even if a 
particular task from these additional delegations is contained on the list of 
delegations, if there are circumstances regarding it which would make it 
controversial, contested, or otherwise significant, that task would not fit within 
the delegation and would still come before the Board. 

 
• Confirmation of fulfillment of contracts 

 
Individual Contract Managers are responsible for ensuring contract terms have 
been met for the purposes of concluding the contract and making the final 
payment.  If a contract requires a report with policy recommendations, staff will 
use these recommendations, among other things, in preparing an agenda item to 
be presented to the Board for consideration. 

 
• Conducting the required 45-day public hearing for regulations where the Board has 

not directed that it wants the hearing to occur at a committee or Board meeting 
 

This is a requirement of the Administrative Procedures Act, but the Board is not 
required to participate in this public hearing if it does not elect to. Board discussion 
and consideration would still occur during other parts of the rulemaking process. 

 
• Approval RMDZ zone designations  

 
These approvals are administrative in nature given the objective criteria for being 
designated. The Board would still be provided with periodic updates. 

 
• Approval of RMDZ Loan Committee Member additions  

 
These approvals are administrative in nature. The Board would still be provided 
with periodic updates. 

 
• Approval of RMDZ zone expansions  
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These approvals are administrative in nature given the objective criteria for 
expansions. The Board would still be provided with periodic updates. 

• Approval of NDFE amendments 

These approvals involve little or no discretionary or subjective evaluation as the 
NDFE is designed to be descriptive in nature. 

• Approval of Regional Agency formation 

These approvals involve little or no discretionary or subjective evaluation as 
statute provides the required provisions of the agreement. 

• Acceptance of HHWE biennial review 

These approvals involve little or no discretionary or subjective evaluation, just a 
verification that selected programs are being implemented. 

• Approval of Extensions for Newly Incorporated Cities to meet diversion requirements 

Statute allows newly incorporated cities up to 18 months from incorporation to 
submit a SRRE, HHWE, and NDFE. Statute also allows the Board to grant these 
jurisdictions an extension of three years to meet the 50% diversion requirement. 
Without such an extension, the jurisdiction must be at 50% upon Board approval of 
the SRRE. This leaves the jurisdiction little or no time to implement its programs 
once its plans have been developed. In the past, the Board has recognized the 
difficult situation that these statutory timelines place on newly incorporated cities 
and has routinely granted these extension requests when recommended by staff. 

• Publishing of Inventory of solid waste facilities which violate state minimum standards 

Including facilities on the inventory is not discretionary. The Inventory will be available 
"live" on Web site, so there is no need for Board to have a consideration item just to 
"publish" the list. The Board would still be provided with 6 month written updates. 

• Approval of RPPC Stipulated Agreements 

These are mainly administrative in nature. Negotiations would have already 
occurred between staff and companies to draft the stipulated agreements, which 
could involve up to $100,000 per year. This would allow for the timely execution 
of these agreements and collection of fines. A summary of agreements reached 
and fines collected could be included in a quarterly enforcement report. 

• Approval of List of Companies Subject to RPPC Audits 

Historically, this has been non-controversial and administrative in nature. The 
audits are used to verify compliance claims and the results may be a basis for 
pursuing a Stipulated Agreement, Public Hearing or referral to the Attorney General. 
A summary of the audits could be included in an annual enforcement report. 
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These approvals are administrative in nature given the objective criteria for 
expansions. The Board would still be provided with periodic updates. 
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“live” on Web site, so there is no need for Board to have a consideration item just to 
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occurred between staff and companies to draft the stipulated agreements, which 
could involve up to $100,000 per year.  This would allow for the timely execution 
of these agreements and collection of fines.  A summary of agreements reached 
and fines collected could be included in a quarterly enforcement report. 

 
• Approval of List of Companies Subject to RPPC Audits 

 
Historically, this has been non-controversial and administrative in nature.  The 
audits are used to verify compliance claims and the results may be a basis for 
pursuing a Stipulated Agreement, Public Hearing or referral to the Attorney General.  
A summary of the audits could be included in an annual enforcement report. 
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• Approval of Trash bag compliant/non-compliant manufacturers lists 

Inclusion on the list is mandatory for manufacturers that do not comply with 
statutory or regulatory requirements. 

• Approval of Trash bag compliant/non-compliant wholesalers lists 

Inclusion on the list is mandatory for wholesalers that do not comply with 
statutory or regulatory requirements. 

• Approval of List of Companies Subject to Trash Bag Audits 

Historically, this has been non-controversial and administrative in nature. With 
the Board adopting a report to the Legislature on Plastic Film and Trash Bags that 
recommends that the Legislature grant the Board the authority to suspend this law 
and ultimately repeal it, but in the interest of completeness it makes sense to 
include it at this time. 

• Approval of List of Companies Subject to Newsprint audits 

Historically, this has been non-controversial and administrative in nature. 

• Approval of Litigation/Enforcement settlements <$25,000 (with quarterly 
Enforcement Report) 

Cases involving small dollar amounts are typically non-controversial, do not have 
broad policy implications, and do not rise to the level of needing a full discussion 
with the Board in closed session to resolve them. 

► Staff Consent Agenda Process 
As noted above, the Board also directed staff to prepare an item to establish a 
streamlined procedure for a staff consent agenda process for items that typically 
would require little or no discussion at Committee and Board meetings, but which the 
Board did not deem appropriate for delegation. 

Eligible Types of Items 
The categories of items that the Board directed staff to include in an item for its 
consideration for this process are noted and briefly discussed below and have been 
included in proposed Resolution #2005-55. 

It is important to keep in mind that, as with the delegations discussed above, 
even if a particular task is contained on the list of which is eligible for the staff 
consent agenda item, if there are circumstances regarding it which would make 
it controversial, contested, or otherwise significant, that task would not fit within 
this process and would still come before the Board in a regular agenda item. 

• Approval of Contract Scopes of Work 

These approvals are primarily administrative in nature since the Board sets the 
parameters of the proposed contracts as part of its allocation, reallocation, or Five 
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• Approval of Trash bag compliant/non-compliant manufacturers lists 
 

Inclusion on the list is mandatory for manufacturers that do not comply with 
statutory or regulatory requirements. 

 
• Approval of Trash bag compliant/non-compliant wholesalers lists 

 
Inclusion on the list is mandatory for wholesalers that do not comply with 
statutory or regulatory requirements. 

 
• Approval of List of Companies Subject to Trash Bag Audits 

 
Historically, this has been non-controversial and administrative in nature.  With 
the Board adopting a report to the Legislature on Plastic Film and Trash Bags that 
recommends that the Legislature grant the Board the authority to suspend this law 
and ultimately repeal it, but in the interest of completeness it makes sense to 
include it at this time.  

 
• Approval of List of Companies Subject to Newsprint audits 

 
Historically, this has been non-controversial and administrative in nature.   

 
• Approval of Litigation/Enforcement settlements ≤$25,000 (with quarterly 

Enforcement Report) 
 

Cases involving small dollar amounts are typically non-controversial, do not have 
broad policy implications, and do not rise to the level of needing a full discussion 
with the Board in closed session to resolve them. 

 
►Staff Consent Agenda Process 
As noted above, the Board also directed staff to prepare an item to establish a 
streamlined procedure for a staff consent agenda process for items that typically 
would require little or no discussion at Committee and Board meetings, but which the 
Board did not deem appropriate for delegation.  
 
Eligible Types of Items 
The categories of items that the Board directed staff to include in an item for its 
consideration for this process are noted and briefly discussed below and have been 
included in proposed Resolution #2005-55. 
 
It is important to keep in mind that, as with the delegations discussed above, 
even if a particular task is contained on the list of which is eligible for the staff 
consent agenda item, if there are circumstances regarding it which would make 
it controversial, contested, or otherwise significant, that task would not fit within 
this process and would still come before the Board in a regular agenda item. 
 
• Approval of Contract Scopes of Work 

 
These approvals are primarily administrative in nature since the Board sets the 
parameters of the proposed contracts as part of its allocation, reallocation, or Five 
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Year Tire Plan agenda items. However, on occasion, it is sometimes necessary for 
the Board to provide clarification regarding the original parameters as they are set 
forth in the scope of work. Including these matters as part of a staff consent 
agenda item would allow the Board to verify that the scope of work is consistent 
with its direction without expending additional resources for the vast majority of 
scopes of work that need no additional revisions. 

• Approval of Contract Awards 

These approvals are primarily administrative in nature since the actual award is 
based upon objective criteria (lowest bid, etc.). Including these matters as part of a 
staff consent agenda item would allow the Board to remain informed about how 
its contract dollars are being encumbered without expending additional resources 
for contract awards that are following the prescribed process. 

• Approval of Grant Awards 

These approvals are primarily administrative in nature and non-discretionary, as grant 
awards are based on score determined by panel, utilizing scoring criteria approved by 
Board. Including these matters as part of a staff consent agenda item would allow the 
Board to remain informed about how its grant dollars are being awarded without 
expending additional resources for grant awards that are following the prescribed 
process. 

• Approval of 2136 and Farm and Ranch Grant Awards 

These approvals are primarily administrative in nature and non-discretionary, as 
grant awards are based on grant criteria approved by Board. Including these 
matters as part of a staff consent agenda item would allow the Board to remain 
informed about how its grant dollars are being awarded without expending 
additional resources for grant awards that are following the prescribed process. 

• RMDZ Loan Approvals 

These approvals are primarily administrative in nature as they are based on completion 
of loan documents, cross-divisional review of proposed project, and Loan Committee 
recommendation of financial aspects of the loan. Including these matters as part of a 
staff consent agenda item would allow the Board to remain informed about how its 
loan dollars are being spent without expending additional resources for loans that are 
following the prescribed process and meet the appropriate fmancial standards. 

• Approval of NBY/Gen Studies (if no dispute, well above 50% diversion rate) 

These approvals are primarily administrative in nature as they are based upon 
staff verification of calculations and documentation provided. Including these 
matters as part of a staff consent agenda item would allow the Board to remain 
informed about diversion rates and programs in various jurisdictions throughout 
the state, without expending additional resources for the majority of submitted 
New Base Years that meet the appropriate standards. 
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Year Tire Plan agenda items. However, on occasion, it is sometimes necessary for 
the Board to provide clarification regarding the original parameters as they are set 
forth in the scope of work. Including these matters as part of a staff consent 
agenda item would allow the Board to verify that the scope of work is consistent 
with its direction without expending additional resources for the vast majority of 
scopes of work that need no additional revisions. 

 
• Approval of Contract Awards 
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its contract dollars are being encumbered without expending additional resources 
for contract awards that are following the prescribed process. 
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awards are based on score determined by panel, utilizing scoring criteria approved by 
Board. Including these matters as part of a staff consent agenda item would allow the 
Board to remain informed about how its grant dollars are being awarded without 
expending additional resources for grant awards that are following the prescribed 
process. 

 
• Approval of 2136 and Farm and Ranch Grant Awards 

 
These approvals are primarily administrative in nature and non-discretionary, as 
grant awards are based on grant criteria approved by Board. Including these 
matters as part of a staff consent agenda item would allow the Board to remain 
informed about how its grant dollars are being awarded without expending 
additional resources for grant awards that are following the prescribed process. 

 
• RMDZ Loan Approvals 

 
These approvals are primarily administrative in nature as they are based on completion 
of loan documents, cross-divisional review of proposed project, and Loan Committee 
recommendation of financial aspects of the loan. Including these matters as part of a 
staff consent agenda item would allow the Board to remain informed about how its 
loan dollars are being spent without expending additional resources for loans that are 
following the prescribed process and meet the appropriate financial standards. 

 
• Approval of NBY/Gen Studies (if no dispute, well above 50% diversion rate) 

 
These approvals are primarily administrative in nature as they are based upon 
staff verification of calculations and documentation provided. Including these 
matters as part of a staff consent agenda item would allow the Board to remain 
informed about diversion rates and programs in various jurisdictions throughout 
the state, without expending additional resources for the majority of submitted 
New Base Years that meet the appropriate standards.  
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• Approval of 5 Year Reviews 

These approvals are primarily administrative in nature as they are based upon 
staff verification review of the jurisdictions submitted report which has already 
gone through a local review and approval process. Including these matters as part 
of a staff consent agenda item would allow the Board to remain informed about 
diversion rates and programs in various jurisdictions throughout the state, without 
expending additional resources for the majority of submitted Five Year Reviews 
that have no outstanding issues. 

• Acceptance of Biennial Review findings for good programs and above 50% 
diversion rate (if no dispute, and rates are not declining) 

These agenda items are primarily administrative in nature as they are based upon 
staff verification of diversion rates and program implementation the jurisdictions. 
Including these matters as part of a staff consent agenda item would allow the 
Board to remain informed about diversion rates and programs in various 
jurisdictions throughout the state, without expending additional resources for the 
majority of Biennial Reviews that have no outstanding issues. 

• Acceptance of Biennial Review findings for good programs and Good Faith 
Effort Finding (if no dispute and rates are not declining) 

These agenda items are primarily administrative in nature as they are based upon 
staff verification of diversion rates and program implementation the jurisdictions. 
Including these matters as part of a staff consent agenda item would allow the 
Board to remain informed about diversion rates and programs in various 
jurisdictions throughout the state, without expending additional resources for the 
majority of Biennial Reviews that have no outstanding issues. 

• Approval of Planning Elements (SRRE, HHWE, and NDFE) for Newly 
Incorporated Cities 

Most planning elements submitted by newly incorporated cities rely heavily on 
Board-developed model elements and technical assistance provided by Board 
staff. These documents have been routinely approved by the Board and the 
agenda items primarily serve to provide information to the Board and the public 
about the new city's programs, a function that would still be served through 
inclusion in the consent agenda item. 

Proposed Process 

Staff is proposing that the process be set up as follows: 

Program staff would still perform the underlying work involved in the items listed 
below (reviewing plans, loan applications, grant applications, etc.) and sending their 
analysis through the normal internal review process (including supervisory, legal, and 
contract review as appropriate). If the item is one that fits within one of the above 
categories, once it is ready for Board approval, a title for the item would still be 
placed into BAWDS in the same manner that any other title would be added 
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• Approval of 5 Year Reviews 
 

These approvals are primarily administrative in nature as they are based upon 
staff verification review of the jurisdictions submitted report which has already 
gone through a local review and approval process. Including these matters as part 
of a staff consent agenda item would allow the Board to remain informed about 
diversion rates and programs in various jurisdictions throughout the state, without 
expending additional resources for the majority of submitted Five Year Reviews 
that have no outstanding issues.  

 
• Acceptance of Biennial Review findings for good programs and above 50% 

diversion rate (if no dispute, and rates are not declining) 
 

These agenda items are primarily administrative in nature as they are based upon 
staff verification of diversion rates and program implementation the jurisdictions. 
Including these matters as part of a staff consent agenda item would allow the 
Board to remain informed about diversion rates and programs in various 
jurisdictions throughout the state, without expending additional resources for the 
majority of Biennial Reviews that have no outstanding issues.  

 
• Acceptance of Biennial Review findings for good programs and Good Faith 

Effort Finding (if no dispute and rates are not declining) 
 

These agenda items are primarily administrative in nature as they are based upon 
staff verification of diversion rates and program implementation the jurisdictions. 
Including these matters as part of a staff consent agenda item would allow the 
Board to remain informed about diversion rates and programs in various 
jurisdictions throughout the state, without expending additional resources for the 
majority of Biennial Reviews that have no outstanding issues.  

 
• Approval of Planning Elements (SRRE, HHWE, and NDFE) for Newly 

Incorporated Cities  
 

Most planning elements submitted by newly incorporated cities rely heavily on 
Board-developed model elements and technical assistance provided by Board 
staff. These documents have been routinely approved by the Board and the 
agenda items primarily serve to provide information to the Board and the public 
about the new city’s programs, a function that would still be served through 
inclusion in the consent agenda item. 

 
Proposed Process 
 
Staff is proposing that the process be set up as follows: 
 
Program staff would still perform the underlying work involved in the items listed 
below (reviewing plans, loan applications, grant applications, etc.) and sending their 
analysis through the normal internal review process (including supervisory, legal, and 
contract review as appropriate). If the item is one that fits within one of the above 
categories, once it is ready for Board approval, a title for the item would still be 
placed into BAWDS in the same manner that any other title would be added 



Board Meeting Agenda Item-33 
March 15-16, 2005 

(however, with an additional notation that it is a streamlined staff consent agenda 
item). The item that would be prepared would use a streamlined staff consent agenda 
item format which would be reviewed and then entered into BAWDS in the same 
manner that regular agenda items would be entered. This abbreviated item would 
provide only the basic facts of the item, but would include the relevant attachments 
which would contain additional details. (An example of a streamlined format is in 
attachment 2). The streamlined item and attachments would be provided to the public 
through links on the Board's agenda notice as with any other agenda item. 

The committee agenda notice would have a standing item for consideration of the 
streamlined staff consent agenda similar to the current Board agenda notice has an 
entry for the consent agenda. (See example in attachment 3). When this item came up, 
the Committee Chair would note which items were being considered for approval as 
part of the staff consent agenda. This item would be handled as a consent item at the 
committee meeting (no presentation or discussion prior to vote). If a committee 
member wished to discuss any of the matters contained in any of the items on the 
streamlined consent agenda, or wanted additional information, that item could be 
"pulled off" of this consent agenda and discussed. In some cases, depending upon the 
nature and complexity of the issues involved, an item pulled off of this consent item 
might need to be postponed to the full Board Meeting or to the next month's regular 
agenda process. The items that are approved as part of the committee consent agenda 
would then go forward for a vote by the full Board along with the items that are 
recommended by the Committee for the "regular" consent agenda. 

(The Board could have two separate consent agendas for the Board meeting — one for 
streamlined consent items and one for those items recommended for Board consent 
after Committee discussion. At this point, staff is recommending that all of these 
items be included in one consent agenda vote at the Board meeting for simplicity. The 
Board and the public will know which items have made it onto the consent agenda 
through the streamlined process without having to vote on them separately because 
that fact will be part be noted as part of the item title). 

This process should ensure that relevant information is provided to the Board and the 
public, but eliminate the necessity for additional staff and Board time to handle the vast 
majority of these types of items which could be approved with little or no discussion. In 
addition, this process minimizes the need for any new procedures and formats by 
generally following the existing process as far as preparation, review and entry into the 
system, but using an abbreviated format and no presentation to limit the staff and Board 
time that normally is spent on preparing, presenting and discussing these items. 

B.  Environmental Issues 
Not applicable as this item relates to internal procedures. 

C.  Program/Long Term Impacts 
Staff and the Board will be able to more efficiently devote their time and resources to 
items that require discussion at Committee and Board meetings. 
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committee meeting (no presentation or discussion prior to vote). If a committee 
member wished to discuss any of the matters contained in any of the items on the 
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would then go forward for a vote by the full Board along with the items that are 
recommended by the Committee for the “regular” consent agenda.  
 
(The Board could have two separate consent agendas for the Board meeting – one for 
streamlined consent items and one for those items recommended for Board consent 
after Committee discussion. At this point, staff is recommending that all of these 
items be included in one consent agenda vote at the Board meeting for simplicity. The 
Board and the public will know which items have made it onto the consent agenda 
through the streamlined process without having to vote on them separately because 
that fact will be part be noted as part of the item title). 
 
This process should ensure that relevant information is provided to the Board and the 
public, but eliminate the necessity for additional staff and Board time to handle the vast 
majority of these types of items which could be approved with little or no discussion. In 
addition, this process minimizes the need for any new procedures and formats by 
generally following the existing process as far as preparation, review and entry into the 
system, but using an abbreviated format and no presentation to limit the staff and Board 
time that normally is spent on preparing, presenting and discussing these items. 

 
B. Environmental Issues 

Not applicable as this item relates to internal procedures. 
 

C. Program/Long Term Impacts 
Staff and the Board will be able to more efficiently devote their time and resources to 
items that require discussion at Committee and Board meetings. 
 
 
 
 



Board Meeting Agenda Item-33 
March 15-16, 2005 

D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Stakeholder issues can be handled more efficiently when the need to attend Board 
meetings is limited or eliminated for those items that do not require discussion at 
Committee and Board meetings. 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
While no specific savings have been quantified, staff and the Board will be able to 
more efficiently devote their time and resources to items that require discussion at 
Committee and Board meetings. 

F. Legal Issues 
None in addition to those discussed above. 

G. Environmental Justice 
Not applicable as this item relates to internal procedures. 

H. 2001 Strategic Plan 
This item supports strategic plan Goal 5 by ensuring that staff and Board resources 
can be more efficiently devoted to items that require discussion at Committee and 
Board meetings. 

Goal 5—Improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the California Integrated 
Waste Management Board in pursuit of its mission. 

This goal is focused on the Board's improvement of its internal processes, and on 
providing staff with all of the tools needed to achieve the Board's mission and goals. 

VI. FUNDING INFORMATION 
N/A 

VII. ATTACHMENTS 
1. January 1995 Delegation 
2. Draft Staff Consent Agenda Item Format 
3.  Draft Staff Consent Agenda Notice Format for Committees 
4.  Resolution Number 2005-54 
5. Resolution Number 2005-55 

VIII. STAFF RESPONSIBLE FOR ITEM PREPARATION 
A. Program Staff: Elliot Block Phone: (916) 341-6080 
B. Legal Staff: Marie Carter Phone: (916) 341-6062 
C. Administration Staff: N/A Phone: 

IX. WRITTEN SUPPORT AND/OR OPPOSITION 
A. Support 

None at the time this item was prepared. 

B. Opposition 
None at the time this item was prepared. 
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D. Stakeholder Impacts 
Stakeholder issues can be handled more efficiently when the need to attend Board 
meetings is limited or eliminated for those items that do not require discussion at 
Committee and Board meetings. 
 

E. Fiscal Impacts 
While no specific savings have been quantified, staff and the Board will be able to 
more efficiently devote their time and resources to items that require discussion at 
Committee and Board meetings. 
 

F. Legal Issues 
None in addition to those discussed above. 
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VII. ATTACHMENTS 
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California Integrated Waste Management Board 

Delegation of Authority 

Whereas, the California Integrated Waste Management Board was created with 
the enactment of the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989; 
and, 

Whereas, the major responsibility of the Board is to develop and implement 
new Integrated Waste Management policy for the State of California; and, 

Whereas, in order to carry out the responsibilities, commitment and 
administration of the Board, numerous minor and routine agreements and 
documents must be executed for and on behalf of the Board; and, 

Whereas, the time for presentation to, and action by, the Board for each 
and every such matter is extensive for both the Board and staff, and often 
delaysthe Board's receipt of essential goods and services; and, 

Whereas, the Board desires to focus its energies and efforts on the 
responsibilities with which it alone has been charged by the Governor and 
the Legislature, namely the deliberation, adoption and implementation of 
statewide policy and standar4s f or Integrated Waste Management; and 

Whereas, Public Resources Code (PRC) § 40430 requires the Board to appoint 
an Executive Director to administer the functions of the Board and to 
prescribe the his or her duties; and, 

Whereas, PRC § 40430 allows the Board to delegate any power, duty, purpose, 
function and jurisdiction which it deems appropriate to the Executive 
Director; 

Now, therefore, Be it Resolved, that the Board authorizes the Executive 
Director, on behalf of the Board, to render certain decisions and execute 
certain documents which are administrative in nature and which involve 
matters which are not contested, controversial or have significant impact 
on integrated waste management policy, or are necessary for the 
preservation of the public health and safety or the environment, as 
follows: 

Be it Further Resolved, concerning the procurement of goods, services and 
consultant services, the Executive Director may: 

1. For expenditures from the budget line for 
Consultant and Professional Services from the 
Operating Expense and Equipment category in the 
Governor's Budget, award and execute all contracts 
and written change orders or amendments thereto, of 
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Governor’s Budget, award and execute all contracts 
and written change orders or amendments thereto, of 



Board Meeting Agenda Item 33 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 1 

Page 2 

$50,000.00 or less, where the concepts theref or have been 
approved by the Board; except that, where such contracts and 
written change orders or amendments thereto are for the 
administration of the functions of the Board as identified by 
the Executive Director or are related to direct legislative 
mandates as identified by the Board, prior concept approval by 
the Board shall not be required; 

2.  For expenditures from the budget line item for Consultant and 
Professional Services from the Operating Expense and Equipment 
category in the Governor's Budget, award and execute all 
interagency agreements and written changes orders or amendments 
thereto, the concepts therefor have been approved by the Board; 
except that, where --uch interagency agreements and written 
change orders or amendments thereto are for the administration 
of the functions of the Board, as identified by the Executive 
Director, or are related to direct legislative mandates as 
identified by the Board, prior concept approval by the Bcard 
shall not be required. - 

3.  For all other expenditures from the Operating 
Expense and Equipment category in the Governor's 
Budget, award and execute all contracts, end 
interagency agreements and leases, and written 
change orders or amendments thereto; 

4.  Prepare, conduct and evaluate all solicitations, bids, requests 
for proposals for procurement of goods and services, the 
concepts therefor have been approved b-y the Board consistent 
with the approvals required in paragraphs 1 and 2, above; 

5.  Execute contracts and amendments thereto, related to the Board's 
grant, loan, and loan guarantee programs, following procedures 
and guidelines which have been approved by the Board. 

Be it Further Resolved, concerning the approval of permits and related 
documents for solid waste facilities, the Executive Director may: 

1. Approve non—significant modifications to solid waste facilities 
permits. A modification is used to make administrative and 
editing changes in order 

Board Meeting Agenda Item 33 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 1 

 
Page 2

 
$50,000.00 or less, where the concepts theref or have been 
approved by the Board; except that, where such contracts and 
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the Executive Director or are related to direct legislative 
mandates as identified by the Board, prior concept approval by 
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2. For expenditures from the budget line item for Consultant and 

Professional Services from the Operating Expense and Equipment 
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 3. For all other expenditures from the Operating 
  Expense and Equipment category in the Governor’s 
  Budget, award and execute all contracts, end 
  interagency agreements and leases, and written 
  change orders or amendments thereto; 
 

4. Prepare, conduct and evaluate all solicitations, bids, requests 
for proposals for procurement of goods and services, the 
concepts therefor have been approved b~y the Board consistent 
with the approvals required in paragraphs 1 and 2, above; 

 
5. Execute contracts and amendments thereto, related to the Board’s 

grant, loan, and loan guarantee programs, following procedures 
and guidelines which have been approved by the Board. 

 
Be it Further Resolved, concerning the approval of permits and related 
documents for solid waste facilities, the Executive Director may: 
 

1. Approve non—significant modifications to solid waste facilities 
permits. A modification is used to make administrative and 
editing changes in order 
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to clarify and update a permit. A modification is used where a 
revision to a solid waste facilities permit is not necessary. A 
revision is made to a permit where a substantial and significant 
change to the operation or design of a solid waste facility is 
proposed. The Board retains the authority to determine that a 
change in a permit is significant, and is, therefor, a revision, 
hence, subject to the review and approval of the Permitting and 
Enforcement Committee and the Board. 

2. Approve closure and postclosure maintenance plans, including 
financial assurance mechanisms, pursuant to law and regulations 
adopted by the Board. 

3. Approve requests related to release of funds from approved 
financial, assurance mechanisms for the purpose of undertaking 
closure or postclosure maintenance activities at a solid waste 
landfill. 

4. Approve implementation of alternatives specified and allowed 
under the Subtitle D Regulations with the exception of extension 
of closure dates for facilities that cannot make the required 
demonstrations regarding location restrictions. 

Be it Further Resolved, that in order to act expeditiously where the public 
health, safety and the environment are concerned, the Executive Director 
may initiate and undertake certain enforcement and compliance actions. The 
Executive Director will report to the Board at its next meeting on actions 
taken pursuant to this paragraph. The Executive Director may: 

1. Authorize, sign and issue Administrative Notices and Orders, 
corrective action orc--ers, and other enforcement a--d compliance 
administtative actions, such as the deployment of Board staff to 
conduct investigations and monitoring. 

2. Commence and conduct enforcement through 
litigation, or respond to litigation where the Board is sued, by 
consultation and/or referral to the Attorney General; 

Be it Further Resolved, concerning the Recycling Tax Credit program, that 
the Executive Director may approve and execute the required Certifications 
that the property upon which the application for the tax credit is based 
qualifies under Revenue and Taxation Code Sections 17052.14 and 23612.5. 
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Be it Further Resolved, that the Executive Director may classify plastic 
beverage connectors as degradable, or find the connector exempt, based on 
demonstration of the connector's conformance with Health and Safety Code 
Section 24384.5, and other requirements set forth in law. 

Be it Further Resolved, that the Executive Director may conduct the 
development of regulatory language, the drafting and release of Notices 
and other activities undertaken in compliance with the procedural 
requirements of the California Administrative Procedure Act for 
submission of -rulemaking files to the Office of Administrative Law, in 
accordance with procedures adopted by the Board. 

Be it Further Resolved, that the Board authorizes the Executive Director 
to redelegate to subordinates the powers and duties specified above, as 
deemed necessary and appropriate. - 

Be it Further Resolved, that the Board affirms its overall responsibility 
for the legally mandated duties of the organization, and approves the 
delegations of authority in order to achieve efficiency of operations and 
better serve the People of California by enabling the Board to provide 
the leadership and guidance necessary in achieving the ambitious goals of 
the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989, as amended. 

Be it Further Resolved, that this delegation of authority,approved by the 
Board, upon signature by the 
Chairman of the Board, is 
effective (date), )an" supersedes 

/ z3. -Resolution 93-133. 

Hu DATE 

CERTIFICATION ,-z-esse 
Chairman 

The Chairman of the California Integrated Waste Management Board does 
hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true and correct copy of a 
resolution duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the California 
Integrated Waste Management Board held on November 17, 
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Be it Further Resolved, that the Executive Director may classify plastic 
beverage connectors as degradable, or find the connector exempt, based on 
demonstration of the connector’s conformance with Health and Safety Code 
Section 24384.5, and other requirements set forth in law. 

 
Be it Further Resolved, that the Executive Director may conduct the 
development of regulatory language, the drafting and release of Notices 
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requirements of the California Administrative Procedure Act for 
submission of -rulemaking files to the Office of Administrative Law, in 
accordance with procedures adopted by the Board. 

 
Be it Further Resolved, that the Board authorizes the Executive Director 
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deemed necessary and appropriate. - 

 

Be it Further Resolved, that the Board affirms its overall responsibility 
for the legally mandated duties of the organization, and approves the 
delegations of authority in order to achieve efficiency of operations and 
better serve the People of California by enabling the Board to provide 
the leadership and guidance necessary in achieving the ambitious goals of 
the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989, as amended. 

 
Be it Further Resolved, that this delegation of authority,approved by the 

Board, upon signature by the 
Chairman of the Board, is 
effective (date), )an~ supersedes 
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,~z~esse 

Chairman 
CERTIFICATION

DATE

 
 
 

The Chairman of the California Integrated Waste Management Board does 
hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true and correct copy of a 
resolution duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the California 
Integrated Waste Management Board held on November 17, 
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Draft Committee Notice 

View 

California Environmental Protection Agency 
CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 

Michael Paparian, Committee Chair 
Rosario Marin, Member 
Rosalie Mule, Member 

Sustainability and Market Development Committee 

Thursday, February 10, 20051:00 pm 

Joe Serna Jr., CalEPA Building 
Coastal Hearing Room 
1001 I Street, 2nd Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

AGENDA 

Transcript not yet available 

Agenda Items and Attachments are posted on the February 15-16, 2005 Board Meeting Agenda at 
the Agenda. 

14) 

❑ Roll And Declaration Of Quorum 

A. Waste Prevention And Market Development Deputy Director's Report 

B. Streamlined Staff Committee Agenda Items 

C. Consideration Of Applications To Renew The Following Recycling Market Development Zone 
Designations: (1) Fresno County; (2) Madera County; and (3) Placer County -- (February Board Item 12) 

D. Consideration Of The Scoring Criteria And Evaluation Process For The Sustainable Building Tire Grant 
Program Fiscal Year 2004/2005 (California Tire Recycling Management Fund -- (February Board Item 13) 

E. Consideration Of A Report To The Legislature: Plastic Trash Bag Program And A Comprehensive 
Approach To Film Plastic Diversion (Public Resources Code Section 42293 (b)) -- (February Board Item 

F. Diversion, Planning And Local Assistance Deputy Director's Report 

G. Consideration Of A Request To Change The Base Year To 2002 For The Previously Approved Source 
Reduction And Recycling Element For The City Of Lincoln (Streamlined Staff Committee Agenda Item) 
(February Board Item 14) 

H. Presentation On Waste Characterization Data And Its Potential For Identifying Opportunities For 
Additional Diversion -- (February Board Item 15) 

I. Consideration of the Amended Nondisposal Facility Element for the Unincorporated Area of Los Angeles 
County -- (February Board Item 16) 

J. Consideration Of A Second SB1066 Time Extension Application By The Following Jurisdictions: El 
Dorado County Unincorporated And The City Of South Lake Tahoe, El Dorado County -- (February Board 
Item 17) 
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Previously 
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Draft streamlined item - example 
Integrated Waste Management Board 

Board Meeting 
February 15-16, 2005 

Agenda Item —Sustainability and Markets Committee 

Board approval of the identified resolutions for the items 
are eligible for the streamlined staff consent agenda 

categories of items that the Board has indicated could be 
and are not otherwise contested, controversial, or involve 

(See Board Resolution No. 2005-55). 

Of A Request To Change The Base Year To 2002 For The 
Source Reduction And Recycling Element For The 

diversion rate for new base year: 
diversion rate for new base year: 
from (biomass/transformation/sludge): diversion 

Conditions: 

Diversion Rate Data (Percent) Key Jurisdiction Conditions 

Waste Stream Data 

Base 
Year 1999 2000 2001 2002* 

Pounds waste generated 
per person per day 

(ppd)** 

Population Non-Residential 
Waste Stream 

Percentage 

Residential Waste 
Stream Percentage 

2002 ND* ND ND 73% 16.84 17,750 79% 21% 

* These 
means 
the high 
higher than 

values are based on the City's proposed (2002) base year correction, discussed in the "Base Year Change" section be ow. ND 
"not determined." ** (Note: The pounds of waste generated by per person per day are higher than the statewide average due to 

percentage of construction and demolition diversion. Additionally, the non-residential generation percentage is significantly 
the residential generation percentage.) 

Base Year Analysis 

The City of Lincoln Disposal Diversion Generation 

Old Base Year Tons (1990) 8,087 782 8,869 
Jurisdiction New Base-Year Tons (2002) 14,458 43,488 57,946 
Board Staff Recommended New (2002) Base-Year Tons 14,858 39,689 54,547 

2002 Diversion Rate using 1990 
Base Year 

Jurisdiction Claimed 
Diversion Rate for 2002 

Board Staff Recommended 
Diversion Rate for 2002 

25% 75% 73% 

Attachments 
o Program Listing 
o Base Year Modification 
o Board staff Recommended 
o Table A: Site Visit 
o Resolution Number 

for the City of Lincoln 
Request Certification for the City of Lincoln 

Base-Year Modification Request Certification 
Findings for the City of Lincoln Verification 

2005-42 
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California Integrated Waste Management Board 

Board Meeting 
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Streamlined Consent Agenda Item –Sustainability and Markets Committee 
 

Staff is recommending Board approval of the identified resolutions for the items 
listed below. These items are eligible for the streamlined staff consent agenda 
because they fit within the categories of items that the Board has indicated could be 
approved in this manner and are not otherwise contested, controversial, or involve 
significant policy decisions (See Board Resolution No. 2005-55). 
 

1. Consideration Of A Request To Change The Base Year To 2002 For The 
Previously Approved Source Reduction And Recycling Element For The 
City Of Lincoln 

 
City requested diversion rate for new base year: 
Staff recommended diversion rate for new base year: 
Additional diversion from (biomass/transformation/sludge): 

Existing Jurisdiction Conditions: 
 

Diversion Rate Data (Percent) Key Jurisdiction Conditions 

 Waste Stream Data 

Base 
Year 1999 2000 2001 2002* 

Pounds waste generated 
per person per day  

(ppd)** 

Population Non-Residential 
Waste Stream 

Percentage 

Residential Waste 
Stream Percentage 

2002 ND* ND ND 73% 16.84 17,750 79% 21% 
* These values are based on the City’s proposed (2002) base year correction, discussed in the “Base Year Change” section below.  ND 
means “not determined.”  ** (Note:  The pounds of waste generated by per person per day are higher than the statewide average due to 
the high percentage of construction and demolition diversion.  Additionally, the non-residential generation percentage is significantly 
higher than the residential generation percentage.) 

Base Year Analysis 
The City of Lincoln 
 

Disposal Diversion Generation 

Old Base Year Tons (1990) 8,087 782 8,869 
Jurisdiction New Base-Year Tons (2002) 14,458 43,488 57,946 
Board Staff Recommended New (2002) Base-Year Tons 14,858 39,689 54,547 

 
2002 Diversion Rate using 1990 
Base Year 

Jurisdiction Claimed 
Diversion Rate for 2002 

Board Staff Recommended 
Diversion Rate for 2002 

25% 75% 73% 
 

Attachments 
o Program Listing for the City of Lincoln 
o Base Year Modification Request Certification for the City of Lincoln  
o Board staff Recommended Base-Year Modification Request Certification 
o Table A: Site Visit Verification Findings for the City of Lincoln  
o Resolution Number 2005-42 
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CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-54 

Consideration Of Updated List Of Delegations And Additional Delegations 

WHEREAS, the California Integrated Waste Management Board was created with the enactment of the 
California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989; and, 

WHEREAS, the major responsibility of the Board is to develop and implement new Integrated Waste 
Management policy for the State of California; and, 

WHEREAS, in order to carry out the responsibilities, commitment and administration of the Board, 
numerous minor and routine agreements and documents must be executed for and on behalf of the Board; 
and, 

WHEREAS, the time for presentation to, and action by, the Board for each and every such matter is 
extensive for both the Board and staff, and often delays the Board's receipt of essential goods and 
services; and, 

WHEREAS, the Board desires to focus its energies and efforts on the responsibilities with which it alone 
has been charged by the Governor and the Legislature, namely the deliberation, adoption and 
implementation of statewide policy and standards for Integrated Waste Management; and 

WHEREAS, Public Resources Code (PRC) § 40430 requires the Board to appoint an Executive Director 
to administer the functions of the Board and to prescribe the his or her duties; and, 

WHEREAS, PRC § 40430 allows the Board to delegate any power, duty, purpose, function and 
jurisdiction which it deems appropriate to the Executive Director; and, 

WHEREAS, since the last time that the Board prepared a compilation of delegations in 1995, certain of 
those delegations have become obsolete, and the Board has also added a number of delegations in 
individual agenda items, such that it would be appropriate to update the compilation of delegations; and, 

WHEREAS, the Board has also determined that it would be appropriate to include additional delegations 
to this compilation; and, 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board authorizes the Executive Director, on behalf 
of the Board, to render certain decisions and execute certain documents which are administrative in nature 
and which involve matters which are not contested, controversial or have significant impact on integrated 
waste management policy, or are necessary for the preservation of the public health and safety or the 
environment, as follows: 

Pre-1995 Delegations 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, concerning the procurement of goods, services and consultant services, 
the Executive Director may: 

Page (2005-54) 
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implementation of statewide policy and standards for Integrated Waste Management; and 
 
WHEREAS, Public Resources Code (PRC) § 40430 requires the Board to appoint an Executive Director 
to administer the functions of the Board and to prescribe the his or her duties; and, 
 
WHEREAS, PRC § 40430 allows the Board to delegate any power, duty, purpose, function and 
jurisdiction which it deems appropriate to the Executive Director; and,  
 
WHEREAS, since the last time that the Board prepared a compilation of delegations in 1995, certain of 
those delegations have become obsolete, and the Board has also added a number of delegations in 
individual agenda items, such that it would be appropriate to update the compilation of delegations; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the Board has also determined that it would be appropriate to include additional delegations 
to this compilation; and, 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board authorizes the Executive Director, on behalf 
of the Board, to render certain decisions and execute certain documents which are administrative in nature 
and which involve matters which are not contested, controversial or have significant impact on integrated 
waste management policy, or are necessary for the preservation of the public health and safety or the 
environment, as follows: 
 
Pre-1995 Delegations 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, concerning the procurement of goods, services and consultant services, 
the Executive Director may: 
 



1. For expenditures from the budget line for Consultant and Professional Services from the Operating 
Expense and Equipment category in the Governor's Budget, award and execute all contracts and 
written change orders or amendments thereto, of $50,000.00 or less, where the concepts therefore 
have been approved by the Board; except that, where such contracts and written change orders or 
amendments thereto are for the administration of the functions of the Board as identified by the 
Executive Director or are related to direct legislative mandates as identified by the Board, prior 
concept approval by the Board shall not be required; 

2. For expenditures from the budget line item for Consultant and Professional Services from the Operating 
Expense and Equipment category in the Governor's Budget, award and execute all interagency 
agreements and written changes orders or amendments thereto, the concepts therefore have been 
approved by the Board; except that, where such interagency agreements and written change orders or 
amendments thereto are for the administration of the functions of the Board, as identified by the 
Executive Director, or are related to direct legislative mandates as identified by the Board, prior concept 
approval by the Board shall not be required. 

3. For all other expenditures from the Operating Expense and Equipment category in the Governor's 
Budget, award and execute all contracts, end interagency agreements and leases, and written change 
orders or amendments thereto; 

4. Prepare, conduct and evaluate all solicitations, bids, requests for proposals for procurement of goods 
and services, the concepts thereof have been approved by the Board consistent with the approvals 
required in paragraphs 1 and 2, above; 

5. Execute contracts and amendments thereto, related to the Board's grant, loan, and loan guarantee programs, 
following procedures and guidelines which have been approved by the Board. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, concerning the approval of permits and related documents for solid 
waste facilities, the Executive Director may: 
1. Approve non-significant modifications to solid waste facilities permits. A modification is used to 

make administrative and editing changes in order to clarify and update a permit. A modification is 
used where a revision to a solid waste facilities permit is not necessary. A revision is made to a permit 
where a substantial and significant change to the operation or design of a solid waste facility is 
proposed. The Board retains the authority to determine that a change in a permit is significant, and is, 
therefore, a revision, hence, subject to the review and approval of the Permitting and Enforcement 
Committee and the Board. 

2. Approve closure and postclosure maintenance plans, including Post-Closure Land Use Proposals 
(except final cover impacts) and financial assurance mechanisms (including operating liability 
mechanisms), pursuant to law and regulations adopted by the Board. 

3. Approve requests related to release of funds from approved financial, assurance mechanisms for the 
purpose of undertaking closure or postclosure maintenance activities at a solid waste landfill. 

4. Approve implementation of alternatives specified and allowed under the Subtitle D Regulations 
(including landfill daily cover waivers) with the exception of extension of closure dates for facilities that 
cannot make the required demonstrations regarding location restrictions. 

5. Approve alternative daily cover demonstration projects and final reports. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that in order to act expeditiously where the public health, safety and 
the environment are concerned, the Executive Director may initiate and undertake certain enforcement 
and compliance actions. The Executive Director will report to the Board at its next meeting on actions 
taken pursuant to this paragraph. The Executive Director may: 
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1.  For expenditures from the budget line for Consultant and Professional Services from the Operating 
Expense and Equipment category in the Governor’s Budget, award and execute all contracts and 
written change orders or amendments thereto, of $50,000.00 or less, where the concepts therefore 
have been approved by the Board; except that, where such contracts and written change orders or 
amendments thereto are for the administration of the functions of the Board as identified by the 
Executive Director or are related to direct legislative mandates as identified by the Board, prior 
concept approval by the Board shall not be required; 

2.  For expenditures from the budget line item for Consultant and Professional Services from the Operating 
Expense and Equipment category in the Governor’s Budget, award and execute all interagency 
agreements and written changes orders or amendments thereto, the concepts therefore have been 
approved by the Board; except that, where such interagency agreements and written change orders or 
amendments thereto are for the administration of the functions of the Board, as identified by the 
Executive Director, or are related to direct legislative mandates as identified by the Board, prior concept 
approval by the Board shall not be required.  

3. For all other expenditures from the Operating Expense and Equipment category in the Governor’s 
Budget, award and execute all contracts, end interagency agreements and leases, and written change 
orders or amendments thereto; 

4. Prepare, conduct and evaluate all solicitations, bids, requests for proposals for procurement of goods 
and services, the concepts thereof have been approved by the Board consistent with the approvals 
required in paragraphs 1 and 2, above; 

5. Execute contracts and amendments thereto, related to the Board’s grant, loan, and loan guarantee programs, 
following procedures and guidelines which have been approved by the Board. 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, concerning the approval of permits and related documents for solid 
waste facilities, the Executive Director may: 
1.   Approve non-significant modifications to solid waste facilities permits. A modification is used to 

make administrative and editing changes in order to clarify and update a permit. A modification is 
used where a revision to a solid waste facilities permit is not necessary. A revision is made to a permit 
where a substantial and significant change to the operation or design of a solid waste facility is 
proposed. The Board retains the authority to determine that a change in a permit is significant, and is, 
therefore, a revision, hence, subject to the review and approval of the Permitting and Enforcement 
Committee and the Board. 

2.   Approve closure and postclosure maintenance plans, including Post-Closure Land Use Proposals 
(except final cover impacts) and financial assurance mechanisms (including operating liability 
mechanisms), pursuant to law and regulations adopted by the Board. 

3.   Approve requests related to release of funds from approved financial, assurance mechanisms for the 
purpose of undertaking closure or postclosure maintenance activities at a solid waste landfill. 

4. Approve implementation of alternatives specified and allowed under the Subtitle D Regulations 
(including landfill daily cover waivers) with the exception of extension of closure dates for facilities that 
cannot make the required demonstrations regarding location restrictions. 

5.   Approve alternative daily cover demonstration projects and final reports. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that in order to act expeditiously where the public health, safety and 
the environment are concerned, the Executive Director may initiate and undertake certain enforcement 
and compliance actions. The Executive Director will report to the Board at its next meeting on actions 
taken pursuant to this paragraph. The Executive Director may: 



1. Authorize, sign and issue Administrative Notices and Orders, corrective action orders, and other 
enforcement and compliance administrative actions, such as the deployment of Board staff to conduct 
investigations and monitoring. 

2. Commence and conduct enforcement through litigation, or respond to litigation where the Board is 
sued, by consultation and/or referral to the Attorney General; 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, concerning the Recycling Tax Credit program, that the Executive 
Director may approve and execute the required Certifications that the property upon which the application 
for the tax credit is based qualifies under Revenue and Taxation Code Sections 17052.14 and 23612.5. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Director may conduct the development of regulatory 
language, the drafting and release of Notices and other activities undertaken in compliance with the 
procedural requirements of the California Administrative Procedure Act for submission of rulemaking files 
to the Office of Administrative Law, in accordance with procedures adopted by the Board. 

Delegations Approved between 1995 and 2005 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that concerning the acceptance of Used Oil Incentive Claim/Reports, 
the Executive Director may accept Used Oil Incentive Claim/Reports submitted after the 45th  day, and to 
reduce, eliminate, or approve the amount of incentive fee paid due to late submission of the claim. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board hereby delegates authority to the Executive Director for 
expenditures for Consulting and Professional Services which are the result of previously approved 
external reimbursable funding sources. Thus, the Executive Director may: 

For all expenditures from Consulting and Professional Services budget line item from the Operating 
and Expense and Equipment category in the Governor's Budget, award and execute all contracts, 
interagency agreements and amendments thereto which are the result of previously approved external 
funding sources. Prior concept approval by the Board shall not be required for these external 
reimbursable expenditures. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Director be delegated the authority to approve those 
State Agency and Large State Facility Integrated Waste Management Plans (IWMP) not specifically 
requested to be considered at a regularly scheduled Board meeting. The Board is to receive reasonable notice 
which plans the Executive Director will approve and will notify the Executive Director which IWMPs it 
would like to consider at a regularly scheduled Board meeting. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Director is delegated the authority authorize LEA 
Asbestos Containing Waste Programs which meet the requirements of 14 CCR 17897.25. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board delegates to the Executive Director, the duties of the 
Board acting as the enforcement agency, as delineated in PRC, Division 30, Parts 4 and 5, and the power 
to make any approval associated with those duties with the exception of 1) final approval of agreements 
with local governing bodies required by PRC sections 43212.1 and 43310.1, and 2) administration of the 
hearing panel required by PRC section 43309. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board has separately delegated authority to the Executive Director 
in several other areas through its adoption of regulations for Emergency Waivers of Standards, Stipulated 
Agreement Orders, The List of Unreliable Contractors, and Late and Non-filing of Newsprint Consumer 
Certifications. Those delegations are noted below in order to make this list of delegations complete. 
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1.   Authorize, sign and issue Administrative Notices and Orders, corrective action orders, and other 
enforcement and compliance administrative actions, such as the deployment of Board staff to conduct 
investigations and monitoring.  

2.  Commence and conduct enforcement through litigation, or respond to litigation where the Board is 
sued, by consultation and/or referral to the Attorney General; 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, concerning the Recycling Tax Credit program, that the Executive 
Director may approve and execute the required Certifications that the property upon which the application 
for the tax credit is based qualifies under Revenue and Taxation Code Sections 17052.14 and 23612.5. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Director may conduct the development of regulatory 
language, the drafting and release of Notices and other activities undertaken in compliance with the 
procedural requirements of the California Administrative Procedure Act for submission of rulemaking files 
to the Office of Administrative Law, in accordance with procedures adopted by the Board. 
 
Delegations Approved between 1995 and 2005
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that concerning the acceptance of Used Oil Incentive Claim/Reports, 
the Executive Director may accept Used Oil Incentive Claim/Reports submitted after the 45th day, and to 
reduce, eliminate, or approve the amount of incentive fee paid due to late submission of the claim. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board hereby delegates authority to the Executive Director for 
expenditures for Consulting and Professional Services which are the result of previously approved 
external reimbursable funding sources. Thus, the Executive Director may: 

 
For all expenditures from Consulting and Professional Services budget line item from the Operating 
and Expense and Equipment category in the Governor’s Budget, award and execute all contracts, 
interagency agreements and amendments thereto which are the result of previously approved external 
funding sources. Prior concept approval by the Board shall not be required for these external 
reimbursable expenditures. 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Director be delegated the authority to approve those 
State Agency and Large State Facility Integrated Waste Management Plans (IWMP) not specifically 
requested to be considered at a regularly scheduled Board meeting. The Board is to receive reasonable notice 
which plans the Executive Director will approve and will notify the Executive Director which IWMPs it 
would like to consider at a regularly scheduled Board meeting. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Director is delegated the authority authorize LEA 
Asbestos Containing Waste Programs which meet the requirements of 14 CCR 17897.25. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board delegates to the Executive Director, the duties of the 
Board acting as the enforcement agency, as delineated in PRC, Division 30, Parts 4 and 5, and the power 
to make any approval associated with those duties with the exception of 1) final approval of agreements 
with local governing bodies required by PRC sections 43212.1 and 43310.1, and 2) administration of the 
hearing panel required by PRC section 43309. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board has separately delegated authority to the Executive Director 
in several other areas through its adoption of regulations for Emergency Waivers of Standards, Stipulated 
Agreement Orders, The List of Unreliable Contractors, and Late and Non-filing of Newsprint Consumer 
Certifications. Those delegations are noted below in order to make this list of delegations complete. 



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that concerning Emergency Waivers of Standards granted pursuant to 
14 CCR 17210 et seq., the Executive Director is delegated the authority to review all EA waiver 
approvals and: 
1. The Executive Director may condition, limit, suspend, or terminate an operator's use of a waiver, if it 

is determined that use of the waiver would cause harm to public health and safety, or the 
environment. 

2. The Executive Director may condition, limit suspend, or terminate an operator's use of a waiver if it is 
found that the operator has not utilized reasonably available waste diversion programs as identified in 
its waiver documentation. 

3. The Executive Director shall report to the Board at a regularly scheduled meeting or in writing prior 
to the next regularly scheduled meeting, any granting of a waiver, and all determinations made 
concerning the waiver. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that concerning an Enforcement Agency's issuance of a Stipulated 
Agreement Order in accordance with PRC 14 CCR 17211 et seq. the Executive Director of the Board 
shall review all EA approvals. The Executive Director may condition, limit, suspend, or terminate an 
operator's use of a stipulated agreement, if it is determined that the use of the agreement would cause 
harm to public health and safety, or the environment. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that concerning the Board's List of Unreliable Contractors maintained 
in accordance with 14 CCR 17050 et seq., the Executive Director is delegated the authority to make a 
proposed finding of unreliability which will become final if not appealed in accordance with the 
procedures set forth in those regulations. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that concerning the Newsprint Consumer Certification (Form 430) 
required pursuant to 14 CCR 17950 et seq., the Executive Director is authorized to assess civil penalties 
in accordance with the provisions of those regulations. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board approves the Delegation of Authority to the Executive 
Director to disburse funding for the Used Oil Recycling Block Grant Entitlement Program. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, regarding Used Oil Block Grant applications that: 
1. The Board hereafter will not entertain appeals from jurisdictions who fail to submit a Used Oil Block 

Grant application in a timely manner; and 

2. The Executive Director shall strictly enforce the application deadline policy as set forth in the Board's 
December 2002 Resolution number 2002-773; and 

3. The Board directs staff to bring future grant application-related deadline disputes to the Executive 
Director for resolution at his/her discretion; and 

4. The Board will allow future Used Oil Block Grant applicants, who file a timely but incomplete 
application, a "grace" period designated by staff to correct any deficiencies or omissions in their 
applications. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Director be delegated the authority to approve those 
State Agency and Large State Facility Integrated Waste Management Annual Reports (AB 75) not 
specifically requested to be considered at a regularly scheduled Board meeting. The Board is to receive 
reasonable notice which annual reports the Executive Director will approve and will notify the Executive 
Director which annual reports it would like to consider at a regularly scheduled Board meeting. 
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that concerning Emergency Waivers of Standards granted pursuant to 
14 CCR 17210 et seq., the Executive Director is delegated the authority to review all EA waiver 
approvals and:  
1. The Executive Director may condition, limit, suspend, or terminate an operator's use of a waiver, if it 

is determined that use of the waiver would cause harm to public health and safety, or the 
environment.  

2.  The Executive Director may condition, limit suspend, or terminate an operator's use of a waiver if it is 
found that the operator has not utilized reasonably available waste diversion programs as identified in 
its waiver documentation.  

3. The Executive Director shall report to the Board at a regularly scheduled meeting or in writing prior 
to the next regularly scheduled meeting, any granting of a waiver, and all determinations made 
concerning the waiver. 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that concerning an Enforcement Agency’s issuance of a Stipulated 
Agreement Order in accordance with PRC 14 CCR 17211 et seq. the Executive Director of the Board 
shall review all EA approvals.  The Executive Director may condition, limit, suspend, or terminate an 
operator’s use of a stipulated agreement, if it is determined that the use of the agreement would cause 
harm to public health and safety, or the environment. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that concerning the Board’s List of Unreliable Contractors maintained 
in accordance with 14 CCR 17050 et seq., the Executive Director is delegated the authority to make a 
proposed finding of unreliability which will become final if not appealed in accordance with the 
procedures set forth in those regulations. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that concerning the Newsprint Consumer Certification (Form 430) 
required pursuant to 14 CCR 17950 et seq., the Executive Director is authorized to assess civil penalties 
in accordance with the provisions of those regulations. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board approves the Delegation of Authority to the Executive 
Director to disburse funding for the Used Oil Recycling Block Grant Entitlement Program.  
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, regarding Used Oil Block Grant applications that: 
1.  The Board hereafter will not entertain appeals from jurisdictions who fail to submit a Used Oil Block 

Grant application in a timely manner; and  
2.  The Executive Director shall strictly enforce the application deadline policy as set forth in the Board’s 

December 2002 Resolution number 2002-773; and 

3.  The Board directs staff to bring future grant application-related deadline disputes to the Executive 
Director for resolution at his/her discretion; and 

4.  The Board will allow future Used Oil Block Grant applicants, who file a timely but incomplete 
application, a “grace” period designated by staff to correct any deficiencies or omissions in their 
applications. 

 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Executive Director be delegated the authority to approve those 
State Agency and Large State Facility Integrated Waste Management Annual Reports (AB 75) not 
specifically requested to be considered at a regularly scheduled Board meeting. The Board is to receive 
reasonable notice which annual reports the Executive Director will approve and will notify the Executive 
Director which annual reports it would like to consider at a regularly scheduled Board meeting. 



New Delegations 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board delegates to the Executive Director the following tasks: 

Confirmation of fulfillment of contracts for the purposes of concluding the contract and making final 
payment; where the contract requires a report with policy recommendations, staff will use these 
recommendations, among other things, in preparing an agenda item to be presented to the Board for 
consideration; 

Conducting the required 45-day public hearing for regulations where the Board has not directed that it 
wants the hearing to occur at a Committee or Board meeting; 

Recycling Market Development Zone (RMDZ) designations; staff will instead provide the Board with 
periodic updates; 

RMDZ Loan Committee Member additions; staff will instead provide the Board with periodic updates; 

RMDZ zone expansions; staff will instead provide the Board with periodic updates; 

Approval of NDFE amendments; 

Approval of Regional agency formation; 

Acceptance of HHWE biennial review finding; 

Approval of Extensions for Newly Incorporated Cities to meet diversion requirements; 

Publishing the Inventory of Solid Waste Facilities which violate State Minimum Standards on the Board's 
website; staff will instead provide the Board with 6 month written updates; 

Approval of Rigid Plastic Packaging Container stipulated agreements; 

Approval of List of Companies Subject to RPPC Audits; 

Approval of Trash bag compliant/non-compliant manufacturers lists; 

Approval of Trash bag compliant/non-compliant wholesalers lists; 

Approval of List of Companies Subject to Trash Bag Audits; 

Approval of List of Companies Subject to Newsprint audits; and, 

Approval of Litigation/Enforcement settlements less than or equal $25,000, while providing the Board 
with a quarterly Enforcement Report. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board authorizes the Executive Director to redelegate to 
subordinates the powers and duties specified above, as deemed necessary and appropriate. 
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New Delegations 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board delegates to the Executive Director the following tasks: 
 
Confirmation of fulfillment of contracts for the purposes of concluding the contract and making final 
payment; where the contract requires a report with policy recommendations, staff will use these 
recommendations, among other things, in preparing an agenda item to be presented to the Board for 
consideration;  

 
Conducting the required 45-day public hearing for regulations where the Board has not directed that it 
wants the hearing to occur at a Committee or Board meeting; 
 
Recycling Market Development Zone (RMDZ) designations; staff will instead provide the Board with 
periodic updates; 
 
RMDZ Loan Committee Member additions; staff will instead provide the Board with periodic updates; 

 
RMDZ zone expansions; staff will instead provide the Board with periodic updates; 
 
Approval of NDFE amendments; 
 
Approval of Regional agency formation; 
 
Acceptance of HHWE biennial review finding; 
 
Approval of Extensions for Newly Incorporated Cities to meet diversion requirements; 
 
Publishing the Inventory of Solid Waste Facilities which violate State Minimum Standards on the Board’s 
website; staff will instead provide the Board with 6 month written updates; 
 
Approval of Rigid Plastic Packaging Container stipulated agreements; 
 
Approval of List of Companies Subject to RPPC Audits; 
 
Approval of Trash bag compliant/non-compliant manufacturers lists; 
 
Approval of Trash bag compliant/non-compliant wholesalers lists; 
 
Approval of List of Companies Subject to Trash Bag Audits; 
 
Approval of List of Companies Subject to Newsprint audits; and, 
 
Approval of Litigation/Enforcement settlements less than or equal $25,000, while providing the Board 
with a quarterly Enforcement Report. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board authorizes the Executive Director to redelegate to 
subordinates the powers and duties specified above, as deemed necessary and appropriate.  
 
 



BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board affirms its overall responsibility for the legally 
mandated duties of the organization, and approves the delegations of authority in order to achieve 
efficiency of operations and better serve the People of California by enabling the Board to provide the 
leadership and guidance necessary in achieving the ambitious goals of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Act of 1989, as amended. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this compilation of various individual delegations of authority, 
approved by the Board, supersedes the last compilation of delegations in Resolution 93-133 as revised 
on January 23, 1995. 

CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly 
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005 

Dated: 

Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Board affirms its overall responsibility for the legally 
mandated duties of the organization, and approves the delegations of authority in order to achieve 
efficiency of operations and better serve the People of California by enabling the Board to provide the 
leadership and guidance necessary in achieving the ambitious goals of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Act of 1989, as amended. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that this compilation of various individual delegations of authority, 
approved by the Board, supersedes the last compilation of delegations in Resolution 93—133 as revised 
on January 23, 1995. 
 

CERTIFICATION 
 
The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste Management Board 
does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a resolution duly and regularly 
adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005 
 
Dated:   
 
 
 
Mark Leary 
Executive Director 



Board Meeting Agenda Item 33 
March 15-16, 2005 Attachment 5 

CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-55 

Consideration Of Updated List Of Delegations And Additional Delegations 

WHEREAS, the California Integrated Waste Management Board was created with the enactment 
of the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989; and, 

WHEREAS, the major responsibility of the Board is to develop and implement new Integrated 
Waste Management policy for the State of California; and, 

WHEREAS, in order to carry out the responsibilities, commitment and administration of the 
Board, numerous minor and routine agreements and documents must be executed for and on 
behalf of the Board; and, 

WHEREAS, the time for presentation to, and action by, the Board for each and every such 
matter is extensive for both the Board and staff, and often delays the Board's receipt of essential 
goods and services; and, 

WHEREAS, the Board desires to focus its energies and efforts on the responsibilities with which 
it alone has been charged by the Governor and the Legislature, namely the deliberation, adoption 
and implementation of statewide policy and standards for Integrated Waste Management; and 

WHEREAS, the Board desires to establish a streamlined procedure for a staff consent agenda 
for items that typically would require little or no discussion at Committee and Board meetings, 
but which the Board did not deem appropriate for fully delegating to its Executive Director; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT, the following categories of items shall be 
eligible for inclusion on a staff consent agenda at Committee and Board meetings, except if there 
are circumstances regarding it which would make it controversial, contested, or otherwise 
significant, that task would not fit within this process and would still come before the appropriate 
Committee and Board in a regular agenda item: 

• Approval of Contract Scopes of Work 

• Approval of Contract Awards 

• Approval of Grant Awards 

• Approval of 2136 and Farm and Ranch Grant Awards 

• RMDZ Loan Approvals 

• Approval of NBY/Gen Studies (if no dispute, well above 50% diversion rate) 

(over) 
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Board Meeting  Agenda Item 33 
March 15-16, 2005  Attachment 5  

CALIFORNIA INTEGRATED WASTE MANAGEMENT BOARD 
Resolution 2005-55 

Consideration Of Updated List Of Delegations And Additional Delegations 
 
WHEREAS, the California Integrated Waste Management Board was created with the enactment 
of the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the major responsibility of the Board is to develop and implement new Integrated 
Waste Management policy for the State of California; and, 
 
WHEREAS, in order to carry out the responsibilities, commitment and administration of the 
Board, numerous minor and routine agreements and documents must be executed for and on 
behalf of the Board; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the time for presentation to, and action by, the Board for each and every such 
matter is extensive for both the Board and staff, and often delays the Board’s receipt of essential 
goods and services; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the Board desires to focus its energies and efforts on the responsibilities with which 
it alone has been charged by the Governor and the Legislature, namely the deliberation, adoption 
and implementation of statewide policy and standards for Integrated Waste Management; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Board desires to establish a streamlined procedure for a staff consent agenda 
for items that typically would require little or no discussion at Committee and Board meetings, 
but which the Board did not deem appropriate for fully delegating to its Executive Director; 
 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT, the following categories of items shall be 
eligible for inclusion on a staff consent agenda at Committee and Board meetings, except if there 
are circumstances regarding it which would make it controversial, contested, or otherwise 
significant, that task would not fit within this process and would still come before the appropriate 
Committee and Board in a regular agenda item: 

 
• Approval of Contract Scopes of Work 

 
• Approval of Contract Awards 

 
• Approval of Grant Awards 

 
• Approval of 2136  and Farm and Ranch Grant Awards 

 
• RMDZ Loan Approvals 
 
• Approval of NBY/Gen Studies (if no dispute, well above 50% diversion rate) 
 

(over) 



• Approval of 5 Year Reviews 

• Acceptance of Biennial Review findings for good programs and above 50% diversion rate (if 
no dispute, and rates are not declining) 

• Acceptance of Biennial Review findings for good programs and Good Faith Effort Finding 
(if no dispute and rates are not declining) 

• Approval of Planning Elements (SRRE, HHWE, and NDFE) for Newly Incorporated Cities 

NOW, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, the Board hereby adopts the process for a staff 
consent agenda as described in agenda item #33 on its March 15-16, 2005 meeting agenda. 

CERTIFICATION 

The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a 
resolution duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005 

Dated: 

Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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• Approval of 5 Year Reviews 

 
• Acceptance of Biennial Review findings for good programs and above 50% diversion rate (if 

no dispute, and rates are not declining) 
 

• Acceptance of Biennial Review findings for good programs and Good Faith Effort Finding 
(if no dispute and rates are not declining) 

 
• Approval of Planning Elements (SRRE, HHWE, and NDFE) for Newly Incorporated Cities  

 
NOW, BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED THAT, the Board hereby adopts the process for a staff 
consent agenda as described in agenda item #33 on its March 15-16, 2005 meeting agenda. 
 

CERTIFICATION 
 
The undersigned Executive Director, or his designee, of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board does hereby certify that the foregoing is a full, true, and correct copy of a 
resolution duly and regularly adopted at a meeting of the California Integrated Waste 
Management Board held on March 15-16, 2005 
 
Dated:   
 
 
 
Mark Leary 
Executive Director 
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